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149

Object

1. Background

1.1

Respondent: Mr David Saunders [30338]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

VALP paragraph 1.1 states:
"... this Local Plan, once adopted, will form the main part of it for the district, replacing the 2004 Local Plan saved
policies."
As written, the VALP will not replace the AVDLP saved policies but will sit alongside them. The attached pdf file states
why this is the case.

Summary:

VALP paragraph 1.1 states:
"... this Local Plan, once adopted, will form the main part of it for the district, replacing the 2004 Local Plan saved
policies."
As written, the VALP will not replace the AVDLP saved policies but will sit alongside them. The attached pdf file states
why this is the case.

Change to Plan

Include an Appendix to the VALP listing the 108 saved policies from the 2004 Local Plan and the corresponding
replacement policies.
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AVDLP replacement.pdf
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Object

1. Background

1.1

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Buckingham Society recognises the need for more development in our part of the District. Nimbyism has never
been any part of the Society's philosophy. However, it is the society's view that the VALP has many weaknesses that
need to be addressed and that, in disregarding the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan, the writers of the
VALP have wilfully and unnecessarily ignored the views of the residents of Buckingham.

Summary:

The Buckingham Society recognises the need for more development in our part of the District. Nimbyism has never
been any part of the Society's philosophy. However, it is the society's view that the VALP has many weaknesses that
need to be addressed and that, in disregarding the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan, the writers of the
VALP have wilfully and unnecessarily ignored the views of the residents of Buckingham.

Change to Plan

The comments that follow on various other parts of this submission seek to improve VALP and ensure that any
changes to the size and nature of Buckingham are done in the most appropriate and least detrimental way.
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741

Support

1. Background

1.1

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

BTC welcomes that with the advent of an up-to-date Local Plan as part of the overall Development Plan, opportunistic
development which the Town Council has opposed will become less of a feature in the North of the District. BTC has
invested considerable public money in the preparation and making of the BNDP [October 2015] which together with
VALP [when adopted] will form the LDP for Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Area in the immediate future.
VALP also provides the up-to-date Local Plan from which any review of the BNDP can assess its compliance with the
Strategic Plans as set out in VALP.

Summary:

BTC welcomes that with the advent of an up-to-date Local Plan as part of the overall Development Plan, opportunistic
development which the Town Council has opposed will become less of a feature in the North of the District. BTC has
invested considerable public money in the preparation and making of the BNDP [October 2015] which together with
VALP [when adopted] will form the LDP for Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Area in the immediate future.
VALP also provides the up-to-date Local Plan from which any review of the BNDP can assess its compliance with the
Strategic Plans as set out in VALP.

Change to Plan

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 752 - 29938 - 1.1 - None
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Support

1. Background

1.1

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Buckinghamshire Advantage (BA) has made an outline planning application for development of land at Aylesbury
Woodlands which, along with adjoining land, is the subject of policy AGT3 of the VALP. The Council's Strategic
Development Management Committee resolved on 26th October 2017 to approve the application subject to conditions
and the completion of a S106 Planning Obligation. Detailed discussions in this regard are underway and it is hoped that
planning permission can be granted in March 2018.
Overall BA supports the VALP, although clarifications and minor revisions or re-structuring are suggested where
appropriate.

Summary:

Buckinghamshire Advantage (BA) has made an outline planning application for development of land at Aylesbury
Woodlands which, along with adjoining land, is the subject of policy AGT3 of the VALP. The Council's Strategic
Development Management Committee resolved on 26th October 2017 to approve the application subject to conditions
and the completion of a S106 Planning Obligation. Detailed discussions in this regard are underway and it is hoped that
planning permission can be granted in March 2018.
Overall BA supports the VALP, although clarifications and minor revisions or re-structuring are suggested where
appropriate.
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148

Object

1. Background

1.2

Respondent: Mr David Saunders [30338]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

A definition of the term "Local Plan" is given in the Glossary. Unfortunately that definition is wrong, and indeed the term
is not used in that way in this paragraph (paragraph 1.2) .
The simplest solution is to correct the Glossary. In the attached pdf file I give details of the error and suggest a possible
correction.
[Please note that the online consultation platform does not permit comments to be made on the Glossary, so it has
been necessary for me to attach this comment to paragraph 1.2 instead.)

Summary:

A definition of the term "Local Plan" is given in the Glossary. Unfortunately that definition is wrong, and indeed the term
is not used in that way in this paragraph (paragraph 1.2) .
The simplest solution is to correct the Glossary. In the attached pdf file I give details of the error and suggest a possible
correction.
[Please note that the online consultation platform does not permit comments to be made on the Glossary, so it has
been necessary for me to attach this comment to paragraph 1.2 instead.)

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Modify the Glossary entry for "Local Plan" as proposed in the attached file.
Legal?
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Sound?
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local plan.pdf
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655

Support

1. Background

1.2

Respondent: Great Horwood Parish Council (Mrs Mary
Saunders) [32082]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Great Horwood Parish Council is keen for VALP to be approved and adopted. It recognises, however, the uncertainty
arising from proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc and statements in the recent Budget. These initial
comments do not relate to any specific paragraph or policy in VALP but, nevertheless, they colour GHPC's approach.
This is because it is possible, even likely, that these matters will, in due course, supersede VALP and that further
substantial development will be required throughout North Buckinghamshire. GHPC considers that, where possible,
infrastructure should be an initial part of the planning and implementation of such development.

Summary:

Please see attached document.
Officer note: body of attachment copied into full text box.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A
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GHPC VALP general.pdf
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1131

Object

1. Background

1.3

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

The current proposed Plan Period is 2013 - 2033. However we would note that the
Council's latest Local Development Scheme (LDS) (May 2017) envisages that the Local
Plan will be adopted in the summer of 2018. This was based on the Proposed
Submission Publication (Regulation 19) being undertaken in August - September 2017.
It is clear that the Council have already not met this programme, having issued this
stage of the Plan for consultation in November 2017.

Change to Plan

ASL considers that as a result the 15 year period should expire in March 2034 and the
plan should be amended to cover that period.
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
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2065

Object

1. Background

1.4

Respondent: Ms F. Mari [32050]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

REF: MMO006
VALP Methodology
I moved to Maids Moreton at the end of January 2017. I had been seeking peace and quiet and improved air quality, in
order to recuperate from a long illness. Partly because of this illness, 7 years elapsed before I was able to move, during
which time I consulted a great many planning documents, SHLAAs, minutes from meetings, etc. at all levels of
administration. So, while I am a newcomer to this area, I am more familiar than most with the labyrinthine nature of
strategic planning in the SE of England.
I have recently tried to consider as many documents as possible relating to the VALP but to have to read the equivalent
of a number of academic texts in less than six weeks is an impossibly tall order. In addition to the VALP itself, in its
assorted incarnations, the other significant document in this matter has been Buckingham Town Council's response to
the VALP. (As summarised in the document at (09/12/2017) https://www.buckingham-tc.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/171211-ExFC-Appendix-A-1.pdf ) I here endorse all the objections made in that document,
noting that these objections predominantly focus on a general unsoundness in the VALP.
In addition, I wish to express objections more specifically, under three headings: Community, Services and Facilities,
and Environment and well-being.
Community
Neighbouring places need some neighbourliness between neighbours in lived reality. Not only are the VALP housing
allocations for Buckingham and Maids Moreton distinctly UNneighbourly in their excessiveness (in relation to other,
similarly sized, communities), but these plans are already fostering divisions between both individual neighbours and
between communities. It is also unneighbourly to skew housing matters in favour of landowners and developers rather
than, more properly, in favour of local tax-paying residents. Therefore, I also strongly object to the VALP on the
grounds of unneighbourliness.
Related to this is the matter of planned affordable housing. It should be a matter of some urgency to receive
assurances from AVDC that developers will not use "viability assessments" to reduce agreed allocations. No resident
can truly benefit from such practices, and increased social divisions and inequalities are likely to appear in
consequence, as families fracture and connections are severed. Therefore, I also object to the VALP on the grounds of
inadequate safeguarding of adequate provision for affordable and social housing.
Services and facilities
Contrary to the statement at the VALP para 4.151, Maids Moreton is far from "moderately well served with services and
facilities". None of the three community buildings - church, hall and pub, can currently accommodate all the local
residents. We will all have to go into Buckingham to discuss any problems arising in Maids Moreton. There are no other
local services other than veterinarian. Every local resident must go to Buckingham, or further, to meet their every
domestic need. Local public services are already overstretched: a 60% increase in demand by Maids Moreton residents
for medical, social, and educational services will increase the strain, perhaps to breaking point. All Buckingham
residents will be affected. Local public transport is already inadequate, most particularly for residents of Maids Moreton.
A local bus every 2 hours is a token service at best. The most likely future scenario is a significant increase in personal
car use, on an already inadequate local road system. All Buckingham residents will be affected.
Local health services are also greatly stretched, one indicator being the current waiting time for urgent blood testing.
Again, inadequate health care provision will affect all Buckingham residents.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds of its inadequate plans for supportive infrastructures.
Environment and Well-being
Any development, whatever its size, will result in increased noise, air, and light pollutions, both during construction and
during subsequent occupation. I take little comfort from the VALP paragraphs 8.46 & 47 that residents should not be
"unreasonably" harmed, and would like to have explained exactly what level (and quality) of harm to residents is
considered "reasonable".
Noise and light pollutions infringe on personal privacy, increase stress, interfere with sleep, and therefore negatively
impact on both mental health and physical well being, and so seriously compromise an individual's, or indeed a
community's, quality of life. Again, the VALP offers no assurances: on the one hand much new road building is
mentioned through the document, and yet the writers also, at paras 9.38 and 39, for instance, mention a "less than
significant" impact on air quality, without satisfactorily demonstrating how this will be achieved, nor indeed defining
"significance" in this context.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds it is highly likely to prove physically and mentally injurious as
well as environmentally deleterious.
Concluding remarks.
In conclusion, I must note that the VALP is but one of many such documents across the SE, all hastily contrived, many
riddled with sophistry and obvious opportunism, and all constantly prone to constant abridgement, as with the South
East plan, or multiple revisions, as indeed has been this VALP. This seems to be true at every level of 'strategic'
planning, from the government's own piecemeal and toothless legislation, down to the (always unfinished) work of the
(unpaid and put upon) volunteers who constitute our parish councils. I have no confidence whatever that my needs, or
those of my neighbours, will ever be met by such a shambolic and byzantine system, so open to venality and so lacking

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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2065

Object

1. Background

1.4

in real knowledge of and sympathy with real tax-payers.
Summary:

VALP is but one of many such hastily contrived documents across the SE, all constantly prone to constant
abridgement, as with the South East plan, or multiple revisions, as indeed has been this VALP. This seems to be true
at every level of 'strategic' planning, from the government's own piecemeal and toothless legislation, down to the
(always unfinished) work of the (unpaid and put upon) parish council volunteers. No confidence whatever that my needs
will ever be met by such a shambolic and byzantine system, so open to venality and so lacking in real knowledge
of/sympathy with real tax-payers.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Mari, F. 32050.pdf
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533

Object

1. Background

1.5

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Para 1.5. New allocations have been introduced to this re-drafted submission plan without any further consultations
with the communities involved. The issues and options draft produced in August 2016 made no mention of allocations
at Buckingham (BUC046) and Maids Moreton (MMO006)
The revised Settlement Hierarchy and assessment of land suitability (Evidence, 1.8) was not consulted on at local
level. We consider that this guidance was not followed: "Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with
neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be
proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for
the sustainable development of the area, including those contained in any neighbourhood plans that have been made."

Summary:

Allocations not made in conjunction with local consultation

Change to Plan

Sites BUC043 and MMO006 should be removed
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1199

Object

1. Background

1.5

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

It is clear that for the Issues and Options Regulation 18 consultation that so far some representations made have not
yet been taken into account. Nor has either of the details that will be required at submission been published. Details of
the submissions made have been produced but not a summary of the main issues. No details have been provided of
how the issues raised have been taken into account. A similar situation now applies to the draft VALP of 2016. AVDC
should publish details of how the issues raised in the consultations have been taken into account.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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532

Object

1. Background

1.6

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The NPPF in itself prevents 'soundness' being applied to Local Plans. It seeks to achieve "objectively assessed needs"
(for development) while demanding "sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change" and expecting the planning system to
contribute to the "enhancement of the natural and local environment". Such statements conflict with one another and
are a disaster for local communities, whose ability to absorb 'rapid change' is severely compromised when the loss of
the familiar is replaced by congested roads, light and noise pollution, construction headaches, litter, added strain on
already overstretched schools and healthcare facilities.

Summary:

The NPPF in itself prevents 'soundness' being applied to Local Plans. It seeks to achieve "objectively assessed needs"
(for development) while demanding "sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change" and expecting the planning system to
contribute to the "enhancement of the natural and local environment". Such statements conflict with one another and
are a disaster for local communities, whose ability to absorb 'rapid change' is severely compromised when the loss of
the familiar is replaced by congested roads, light and noise pollution, construction headaches, litter, added strain on
already overstretched schools and healthcare facilities.

Change to Plan

As a result of NPPF, which may have reduced the number of planning policy guidances, it has increased the volume of
documents required to produce a 'sound' Local Plan to such an extent that it is well nigh impossible for the 'ordinary'
person to read and digest, let alone comment on in a short space of time. We realise this is not the fault of AVDC but
wish to bring to the attention of the Planning Inspectorate the enormity of the gap between professional planners (and
developers) and the ordinary resident.
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615

Support

1. Background

1.7

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

Agent:

Full Text:

1.7 See comment at 1.13, which applies to this paragraph.

Summary:

1.7 See comment at 1.13, which applies to this paragraph.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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1048

Object

1. Background

1.7

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

We see these environmental issues as being no less significant than the commitment to sustainable economic growth
and the requirement that councils should boost significantly the supply of housing. Paragraph 7 of the NPPF makes it
clear that there are three dimensions to "sustainable development".
It is therefore inaccurate for the Local Plan to just emphasise the NPPF's references to economic growth and housing
supply and we consider the Plan not to be sound in its failure to be consistent with national planning policy in this
respect.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1096

Object

1. Background

1.7

Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

The HEDNA adopts inconsistent assumptions to reduce the OAN. This is not consistent with the national policy
justified, effective or positive. Once the OAN is consistently calculated the VALP will nee to make provision for
additional supply (including the new settlement/s).
The proposed distribution has also not been agreed with Milton Keynes and is likely to be prejudicial to future delivery
at Milton Keynes. Until the distribution has been agreed between the Councils, the duty to co-operate has not been met.

Change to Plan

The OAN must be recalculated to provide a robust basis for the VALP.
The proposed distribution adjacent to Milton Keynes must be agreed with Milton Keynes Council.
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Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1128

Object

1. Background

1.7

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

The VALP has not been prepared in accordance with the national housing need identified in the most recent evidence
of the Government.

Change to Plan

Paragraph 1.7 should be revised to be factually accurate and the objectively assessed need (OAN) must be revised to
accord with the Government's latest position on housing needs.
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Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
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Respondent: Revera Limited (Mr Renshaw Watts) [32190]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Mr Rob Riding) [32191]

Please see attachments
Paragraph 3.80 suggests that there is not a record of persistent under-delivery in Aylesbury Vale and that accordingly it
is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.
The Council assess the record of delivery against the objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale in isolation, which
is the correct approach prior to the confirmation of the contribution to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities
through the VALP examination. Table 2 of the Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, August 2017
identifies that whilst there was under-delivery in the majority of years up until 2012/13, the recent record of delivery
justifies the application of a 5% buffer.
However, upon adoption of the VALP (even assuming that the housing requirement remains as proposed) there will
have been under-delivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with the needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale
but not having been met. Accordingly, upon adoption there will be a necessity to apply a 20% buffer to afford the
appropriate weight to housing proposals given the significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.
The effect of the application of the necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of
circa 600 dwellings. This will need to be addressed within the VALP through the identification of additional deliverable
allocations.
Policy S9 (Monitoring and review)
Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests that Government policy is to deliver 250,000
homes per annum nationally. However, this figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of
the required number of homes was identified as at least 300,000 new homes per annum in the 'Building More Homes'
report to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs in July 2016. The Government have responded to
this evidence (and older assessments including the Barker Report) and are currently consulting on a national
distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. The reference in paragraph 1.7 therefore not
only conflicts with the available evidence, it also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective of
delivering a level of housing below that required nationally.
Paragraph 1.8 continues to identify a requirement of 19,400 new homes to respond to the needs of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding any contributions to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities). This figure is based upon the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) Update Addendum, September
2017 which contains corrections to the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update: Final Report, December 2016.
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for the
Housing Market Area (HMA) rather than an LPA boundary (unless they are coterminous). This has been underlined in
several legal judgments1. This is necessary to ensure that account is taken of the inter-relationships between the
various LPAs and a consistent approach is taken to these. However, the HEDNA assesses the OAN for each LPA in
isolation, using different assumptions for each. The necessary result of this inconsistency means that the OAN has not
been established for the HMA, contrary to the NPPF.
It is also important to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has recently consulted
on a standardised methodology for identifying the local housing need. This has arisen from the Local Plans Expert
Group and the Housing White Paper, both of which were subject to consultation, as well as from professional input
from a wide range of experts including the Planning Inspectorate and the Bar.
Paragraph 1.11 identifies that there is insufficient capacity to meet the OAN in the areas south of Aylesbury Vale. In the
following paragraph 1.12, there is calculated to be an unmet need of 8,000 homes.
However, this is all predicated on the OAN identified in the HEDNA which adopts inconsistent and negative
assumptions, contrary to the available evidence to reduce the OAN. The population is growing far faster than
anticipated by the latest sub-national population projections, and yet even if the OAN was calculated on the basis of
these population projections this would produce an unmet need of 8,965 homes (based on the OAN of 27,065 for the
remainder of Buckinghamshire (= 51,051 - 23,986) and the capacity of 18,100 homes identified in the Memorandum of
Understanding, July 2017).
Furthermore, the Luton Local Plan was adopted in November 2017 and this identifies that there is a need for 400
dwellings which relates to Aylesbury Vale, which is not being addressed elsewhere.
As a result, the VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the
rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400). These figures will increase significantly, once the
standardised methodology becomes part of national policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned
for (including through the early review).
This compares to the identified housing requirement in paragraph 1.12 of 27,400 homes. It is therefore clear, that even
if the VALP is submitted in advance of the revised NPPF, it will contain a housing requirement that is 5,950 homes
short of meeting the OAN across the HMA (unless other sites can be identified across the remainder of
Buckinghamshire to contribute to this unmet need). However, in paragraph 3.17 it is identified that it is expected that
28,830 homes will be delivered in the plan period, which reduces the shortfall to 4,334 homes.
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes which is significantly below the minimum OAN of 33,350.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall. This should include the
identification of additional sites now as well as the identification of new settlements through the proposed early review.
Policy S2 identifies that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth will be at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
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Wendover and Haddenham. It then continues to identify that growth adjacent to Milton Keynes will also be allocated.
The Policy also identifies that development at medium villages, including Bierton, will be at a scale in keeping with the
local character and setting.
Whilst this approach is supported, as set out in our representations to Policies S3 and D2, our client retains an
objection to the "downgrading" of Bierton to a medium village which is clearly a sustainable location in close proximity
to Aylesbury and to other new development, i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook). Bierton should therefore be
reclassified to a "larger village" as originally assessed. If the Council are minded to maintain the classification of Bierton
as a medium village the characteristics and context of the settlement should be recognised with a more appropriate
level of growth than that currently proposed in the VALP.
Table 2 identifies the proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development based on the proposals
of Policy S2.
Paragraph 3.20 identifies that the settlement hierarchy including the ranking of settlements identified in
the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017, forms the basis of the proposed distribution
between settlements.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017 identifies that Bierton (which meets 6 criteria)
is more sustainable than Stewkley (5 criteria) and equally as sustainable as Cheddington, Great
Horwood, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville and Weston Turville, and yet each and every
one of these settlements are proposed to receive greater levels of growth.
Indeed, Table 2 indicates that 101 dwellings have already been permitted in the less sustainable
settlement of Stewkley which compares to the 23 permitted in Bierton. This provides a strong indication
that Bierton should receive (or at the very least be allowed to receive) a level of growth commensurate
with its sustainability, in excess of that which has already been proved to be sustainable at the less
sustainable settlement of Stewkley.
Similarly, in some of the equally sustainable settlements, namely Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon and
Newton Longville, the number of dwellings permitted is in excess of that at Bierton and yet additional
allocations are proposed in these settlements. Indeed, Maids Moreton is planned to receive 171
dwellings, Marsh Gibbon is planned to receive 47 and Newton Longville 48, as compared to the 23
dwellings at Bierton.
Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development spatial strategy for growth)
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Pegasus therefore, in accordance with the representations submitted for the 'Draft Plan for Summer
2016 Consultation', continue to object to the "downgrading" of Bierton, which is clearly a sustainable
location and with the development to the south (i.e. Land East of Aylesbury - Kingsbrook) has outline
planning permission for 2,450 homes, 10 hectares of employment land and further development such
as two primary schools and community facilities, thereby providing a range of facilities and services
which will be even closer those provided by Aylesbury only 1.8 miles away.
Paragraph 4.152 identifies that no allocations are made at either Bierton or Weston Turville owing to
their proximity to Aylesbury Garden Town. This does not take account of the impacts of the proposed
allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town which include a highways access in Bierton. Bierton will be
directly affected by the highways impacts associated with large scale residential development, but will
not receive the benefits associated with modest housing provision. This cannot be considered to be
sustainable in terms of the three dimensions of sustainability (providing adverse social, economic and
environmental impacts from the nearby development without any beneficial impacts associated with
these).
As a result of this, the proposed distribution in the VALP does not reflect the sustainability of
settlements. Additional provisions, either in the form of allocations and/or mechanisms to allow
development beyond the settlement envelope should be embedded in the VALP.
It is therefore necessary to provide for development in Bierton commensurate with its size and scale.
On behalf of our client, Pegasus has promoted through the SHLAA and previous representations to the
emerging Local Plan, several sites at Bierton - refs: BIE004, BIE005, HUL004. A location plan is
attached which shows these sites in relation to Bierton. These sites are not subject to any statutory
environmental or landscape designations and nor are they located in any Local Landscape Area or
Area of Attractive Landscape
Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside
between settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not
sufficiently precise. Any development beyond the current built form, including that on allocated sites
(either within the VALP or neighbourhood plans), or as exceptional development (see Policy D4 and
H2 for example) will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the countryside
between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such
development and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development
requirements) being delivered.
Indeed, paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires that such protection is only afforded to valued landscapes.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be
effective as it could be used to undermine the required development.
Summary:

Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests Government policy is to deliver 250,000 homes per
annum nationally. This figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of required number of
homes identified as at least 300,000 per annum in July 2016. Government responded to this and are currently
consulting on a national distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. Reference in
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paragraph 1.7 conflicts with available evidence and also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective
of delivering a level of housing below that required nationally
Change to Plan
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The VALP has been prepared with the objective of delivering a level of housing growth below that required nationally.
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Attachments:
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy D2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S9 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.8 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.7 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S3 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Policy S2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Paras 1.11 and 1.12 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
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Respondent: Mr David Saunders [30338]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I wish to support the use of the estimate of 19,400 new homes for meeting the housing requirement of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding further need from adjoining authorities under the duty to cooperate), and to argue that reference to the new
standardised method of calculating housing need would be inappropriate. Details of this argument are given in the
attached pdf file.

Summary:

I wish to support the use of the estimate of 19,400 new homes for meeting the housing requirement of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding further need from adjoining authorities under the duty to cooperate), and to argue that reference to the new
standardised method of calculating housing need would be inappropriate. Details of this argument are given in the
attached pdf file.
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There is clearly a substantial need for new housing in Aylesbury Vale, particularly for affordable housing and this needs
to be prioritised as well as ensuring new housing is accessible and meets the needs of both those with disabilities and
an increasing number of elderly people.
We are not convinced that the level of need is as great as is being promoted, firstly because of the way trends have
been projected forwards using UPC population adjustments and because the market uplift proposed for Aylesbury Vale
does not seem to me justified. These comments are explained in the accompanying uploaded document.

Summary:

There is clearly a substantial need for new housing in Aylesbury Vale, particularly for affordable housing and this needs
to be prioritised as well as ensuring new housing is accessible and meets the needs of both those with disabilities and
an increasing number of elderly people.
We are not convinced that the level of need is as great as is being promoted, firstly because of the way trends have
been projected forwards using UPC population adjustments and because the market uplift proposed for Aylesbury Vale
does not seem to me justified. These comments are explained in the accompanying uploaded document.
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We believe the housing need assessment should be reviewed in the light of our comments.
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Respondent: Coda Planning (Mr Adam Murray) [28819]

Agent:
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Full Text:

above please find attached a representation to the VALP proposed submission making comments on the general
approach to delivering the OAN with specific reference to the settlement of Ickford.

Summary:

However, when taking into account DCLG's proposed
new standardised approach to calculating OAN based on local housing
affordability, this changes substantially. When viewed through this new lens, the
OAN set out in the VALP could see a potential increase of up to 55%. This
dramatic shift would without doubt impact significantly on the soundness of the
Plan in its current form, and this will be discussed in greater detail in a later
section of this documen
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
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Respondent: High Barrow Holdings (Mr. Ikram Haq) [32253]

Agent:

Ingleton Wood LLP (Rebecca Howard) [32408]

Full Text:

Refer to attached response.

Summary:

The VALP fails to appropriately consider alternatives and the likely significant developments from the OxfordCambridge Corridor and thus wider distribution of growth across the District.
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The Council's decision to base its housing requirement on the full OAN of 19,400 homes as set out in the
Buckinghamshire HEDNA is supported.
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Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt)
[32193]
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Full Text:

N/A

Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

Having examined the 2014 HMA projects, we note between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than
2012 based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection of household growth.
Between 2013 and 2033 updated HEDNA expects demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826
less than previous HEDNA using 2012 based household projections. surprising that the updated HEDNA would see the
opposite trend to official projections. Despite significant discrepancy we cannot find explanation as to why the upward
trend in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's methodology.

Change to Plan

It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason for this significant reduction in
the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies with both previous projections provided by the Council and
those provided by the Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of the
reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology for assessing housing needs.
However, even before the latest consultation Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers
the official household projections to be robust
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Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are expected to see household growth
that is significantly lower than that set out in the original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that
AVDC are expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA.

Change to Plan

It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason for this significant reduction in
the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies with both previous projections provided by the Council and
those provided by the Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of the
reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology for assessing housing needs.
However, even before the latest consultation Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers
the official household projections to be robust
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Respondent: Revera Limited (Mr Renshaw Watts) [32190]
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Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Mr Rob Riding) [32191]

Please see attachments
Paragraph 3.80 suggests that there is not a record of persistent under-delivery in Aylesbury Vale and that accordingly it
is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.
The Council assess the record of delivery against the objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale in isolation, which
is the correct approach prior to the confirmation of the contribution to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities
through the VALP examination. Table 2 of the Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, August 2017
identifies that whilst there was under-delivery in the majority of years up until 2012/13, the recent record of delivery
justifies the application of a 5% buffer.
However, upon adoption of the VALP (even assuming that the housing requirement remains as proposed) there will
have been under-delivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with the needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale
but not having been met. Accordingly, upon adoption there will be a necessity to apply a 20% buffer to afford the
appropriate weight to housing proposals given the significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.
The effect of the application of the necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of
circa 600 dwellings. This will need to be addressed within the VALP through the identification of additional deliverable
allocations.
Policy S9 (Monitoring and review)
Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests that Government policy is to deliver 250,000
homes per annum nationally. However, this figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of
the required number of homes was identified as at least 300,000 new homes per annum in the 'Building More Homes'
report to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs in July 2016. The Government have responded to
this evidence (and older assessments including the Barker Report) and are currently consulting on a national
distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. The reference in paragraph 1.7 therefore not
only conflicts with the available evidence, it also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective of
delivering a level of housing below that required nationally.
Paragraph 1.8 continues to identify a requirement of 19,400 new homes to respond to the needs of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding any contributions to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities). This figure is based upon the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) Update Addendum, September
2017 which contains corrections to the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update: Final Report, December 2016.
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for the
Housing Market Area (HMA) rather than an LPA boundary (unless they are coterminous). This has been underlined in
several legal judgments1. This is necessary to ensure that account is taken of the inter-relationships between the
various LPAs and a consistent approach is taken to these. However, the HEDNA assesses the OAN for each LPA in
isolation, using different assumptions for each. The necessary result of this inconsistency means that the OAN has not
been established for the HMA, contrary to the NPPF.
It is also important to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has recently consulted
on a standardised methodology for identifying the local housing need. This has arisen from the Local Plans Expert
Group and the Housing White Paper, both of which were subject to consultation, as well as from professional input
from a wide range of experts including the Planning Inspectorate and the Bar.
Paragraph 1.11 identifies that there is insufficient capacity to meet the OAN in the areas south of Aylesbury Vale. In the
following paragraph 1.12, there is calculated to be an unmet need of 8,000 homes.
However, this is all predicated on the OAN identified in the HEDNA which adopts inconsistent and negative
assumptions, contrary to the available evidence to reduce the OAN. The population is growing far faster than
anticipated by the latest sub-national population projections, and yet even if the OAN was calculated on the basis of
these population projections this would produce an unmet need of 8,965 homes (based on the OAN of 27,065 for the
remainder of Buckinghamshire (= 51,051 - 23,986) and the capacity of 18,100 homes identified in the Memorandum of
Understanding, July 2017).
Furthermore, the Luton Local Plan was adopted in November 2017 and this identifies that there is a need for 400
dwellings which relates to Aylesbury Vale, which is not being addressed elsewhere.
As a result, the VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the
rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400). These figures will increase significantly, once the
standardised methodology becomes part of national policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned
for (including through the early review).
This compares to the identified housing requirement in paragraph 1.12 of 27,400 homes. It is therefore clear, that even
if the VALP is submitted in advance of the revised NPPF, it will contain a housing requirement that is 5,950 homes
short of meeting the OAN across the HMA (unless other sites can be identified across the remainder of
Buckinghamshire to contribute to this unmet need). However, in paragraph 3.17 it is identified that it is expected that
28,830 homes will be delivered in the plan period, which reduces the shortfall to 4,334 homes.
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes which is significantly below the minimum OAN of 33,350.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall. This should include the
identification of additional sites now as well as the identification of new settlements through the proposed early review.
Policy S2 identifies that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth will be at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
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Wendover and Haddenham. It then continues to identify that growth adjacent to Milton Keynes will also be allocated.
The Policy also identifies that development at medium villages, including Bierton, will be at a scale in keeping with the
local character and setting.
Whilst this approach is supported, as set out in our representations to Policies S3 and D2, our client retains an
objection to the "downgrading" of Bierton to a medium village which is clearly a sustainable location in close proximity
to Aylesbury and to other new development, i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook). Bierton should therefore be
reclassified to a "larger village" as originally assessed. If the Council are minded to maintain the classification of Bierton
as a medium village the characteristics and context of the settlement should be recognised with a more appropriate
level of growth than that currently proposed in the VALP.
Table 2 identifies the proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development based on the proposals
of Policy S2.
Paragraph 3.20 identifies that the settlement hierarchy including the ranking of settlements identified in
the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017, forms the basis of the proposed distribution
between settlements.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017 identifies that Bierton (which meets 6 criteria)
is more sustainable than Stewkley (5 criteria) and equally as sustainable as Cheddington, Great
Horwood, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville and Weston Turville, and yet each and every
one of these settlements are proposed to receive greater levels of growth.
Indeed, Table 2 indicates that 101 dwellings have already been permitted in the less sustainable
settlement of Stewkley which compares to the 23 permitted in Bierton. This provides a strong indication
that Bierton should receive (or at the very least be allowed to receive) a level of growth commensurate
with its sustainability, in excess of that which has already been proved to be sustainable at the less
sustainable settlement of Stewkley.
Similarly, in some of the equally sustainable settlements, namely Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon and
Newton Longville, the number of dwellings permitted is in excess of that at Bierton and yet additional
allocations are proposed in these settlements. Indeed, Maids Moreton is planned to receive 171
dwellings, Marsh Gibbon is planned to receive 47 and Newton Longville 48, as compared to the 23
dwellings at Bierton.
Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development spatial strategy for growth)
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Pegasus therefore, in accordance with the representations submitted for the 'Draft Plan for Summer
2016 Consultation', continue to object to the "downgrading" of Bierton, which is clearly a sustainable
location and with the development to the south (i.e. Land East of Aylesbury - Kingsbrook) has outline
planning permission for 2,450 homes, 10 hectares of employment land and further development such
as two primary schools and community facilities, thereby providing a range of facilities and services
which will be even closer those provided by Aylesbury only 1.8 miles away.
Paragraph 4.152 identifies that no allocations are made at either Bierton or Weston Turville owing to
their proximity to Aylesbury Garden Town. This does not take account of the impacts of the proposed
allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town which include a highways access in Bierton. Bierton will be
directly affected by the highways impacts associated with large scale residential development, but will
not receive the benefits associated with modest housing provision. This cannot be considered to be
sustainable in terms of the three dimensions of sustainability (providing adverse social, economic and
environmental impacts from the nearby development without any beneficial impacts associated with
these).
As a result of this, the proposed distribution in the VALP does not reflect the sustainability of
settlements. Additional provisions, either in the form of allocations and/or mechanisms to allow
development beyond the settlement envelope should be embedded in the VALP.
It is therefore necessary to provide for development in Bierton commensurate with its size and scale.
On behalf of our client, Pegasus has promoted through the SHLAA and previous representations to the
emerging Local Plan, several sites at Bierton - refs: BIE004, BIE005, HUL004. A location plan is
attached which shows these sites in relation to Bierton. These sites are not subject to any statutory
environmental or landscape designations and nor are they located in any Local Landscape Area or
Area of Attractive Landscape
Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside
between settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not
sufficiently precise. Any development beyond the current built form, including that on allocated sites
(either within the VALP or neighbourhood plans), or as exceptional development (see Policy D4 and
H2 for example) will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the countryside
between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such
development and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development
requirements) being delivered.
Indeed, paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires that such protection is only afforded to valued landscapes.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be
effective as it could be used to undermine the required development.
Summary:

Proposed housing requirement does not represent OAN as a result of the unjustified assumptions in the HEDNA and
that is will continue to be significantly below the local housing need in the future. As a result, the housing requirement
must be amended to reflect reasonable assumptions and provide for a min of 24,000 (23,986 rounded) to meet the
needs of Aylesbury Vale in the interim
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The OAN can be addressed within the VALP and through early review, although it must be recognized that the annual
housing requirement is likely to subsequently increase by circa 6,000 as a result of the standardized methodology.
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Reps re Policy S2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S3 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.7 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.8 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S9 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy D2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
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Full Text:

Please find attached representations and a supporting appendix in respect of the Regulation 19 consultation on the
VALP.

Summary:

The plan completely fails to recognise the on-going work by the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) to
accommodate
over a million new homes in the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford arc. There needs to be greater acknowledgement
about
the role Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) must play in shaping the future of the city as part of the 2050 spatial
vision
and the plan needs a specific policy that deals with how this will be accommodated until 2033 which is the time period
for the
plan.

Change to Plan

Revise paragraph 1.7 to say 300,000 houses per annum nationally to reflect the Budget 2017 announcement
After Paragraph 1.8 add the following. As recommended by the Natural Infrastructure Commission (NIC) AVDC will
work with Government and other agencies, through a robust and transparent process, to designate locations for new
and
expanded settlements by 2020 as part of the Oxford- Milton Keynes-Cambridge Growth Arc. This should involve:
commissioning formal studies to identify and assess options for new settlements required, and potential locations for
these settlements; consultation with communities, statutory agencies, infrastructure providers, wider stakeholders and
public examination of proposed sites; and formal designation of sites and the publication of such assessments as
legally
required. Like the NIC, AVDC is optimistic that Government and local authorities will reach agreement on the scale and
location of new settlements in the national interest. Should allocations be made within AVDC the rate of growth will rise
significantly as part of the joint effort to meet the national demands.
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Jackson Lisa 31705 Monitoring and Review 2.pdf
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Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Parish Council (Mr. Tony
Skeggs) [31618]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached comments on the VALP from Stoke Mandeville Parish Council.
There are 3 separate documents that are being submitted.

Summary:

Stoke Mandeville Parish Council does not challenge the village's designation as a larger village, but
does remain very concerned about the potential for coalescence between the village and an
expanding town. AVDC must set out clearly what specific protection will be given to 'locations
that are, or will be experiencing, the strongest pressures for development.' Stoke Mandeville is
clearly such a location and deserves the best protection from this point on.
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Paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12 : Duty to Co-operate
Aylesbury Vale District Council's (the District) administrative area abuts that of Milton Keynes. Of greater significance
is that the built up area of Milton Keynes and Bletchley (the City) abuts the north eastern boundary of the District and
yet there is no specific reference to the importance of the City to the economy of the area, not least as a source of jobs
for residents of the District. Travel between the two authorities whether by road or rail is consequently an issue of
mutual interest. It is therefore a matter of concern that in the context of the 'Duty to Co-operate', the focus is on the
District's co-operation with "other councils in Buckinghamshire", (paragraph 2.8 of the 'Duty to Cooperate Statement of
Compliance, November 2017, in respect of Transport refers - the countywide traffic modelling solely assessed the
impact of the emerging local Plan proposals within Buckinghamshire) and there is no specific reference to the need for
co-operation with Milton Keynes.
Paragraph 178 of the Framework stipulates that public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross
administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities set out in paragraph 156; one of
which relates to the "provision of infrastructure for transport". In this context, one issue which it is considered should be
the subject of co-operation between the District and the City is the provision of the Bletchley Southern Bypass / Relief
Road. This road would relieve some of the pressure on the east-west A421 route and could only be provided by
traversing land within Aylesbury Vale; as reflected in the safeguarded route which has been provided through the
Salden Chase development as shown on the Concept Plan reproduced in Policy D-NLV001.
The Proposed Submission version of Plan:MK is currently the subject of consultation. It is therefore relevant to note
that the 'Transport Vision and Strategy for Milton Keynes Local Transport Plan 3 - 2011 to 2031' includes, as Annex B,
the Bletchley Transport Strategy 2011. (HTo22 on page 67 states that: "The council supports, in principle, the ....
Bletchley Southern bypasses subject to design, feasibility (including affordability), public consultation and funding").
The new road would pass through the District and must therefore be the subject of co-operation if there is to be any
chance of securing its delivery as it is only by so doing that the infrastructure necessary to support current and
projected future levels of development will be secured.

Summary:

The Plan fails the duty to cooperate in that the provision of the Bletchley Southern Bypass has not been addressed by
the Council in liaison with the neighbouring authority of Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

There needs to be co-operation between the District and the City of Milton Keynes in order to secure the provision of
the Bletchley Southern Bypass / Relief Road

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 828 - 29373 - 1.9 - None

828

Support

1. Background

1.9

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]
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Thank you for consulting the Canal & River Trust on the submission version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
We would highlight that Dacorum Borough Council have stated an intention to continue to include a canal related policy
within their updated plan, and in order to properly consider the canal as a cross boundary asset perhaps the council
should consider doing the same?

Summary:

Thank you for consulting the Canal & River Trust on the submission version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
We would highlight that Dacorum Borough Council have stated an intention to continue to include a canal related policy
within their updated plan, and in order to properly consider the canal as a cross boundary asset perhaps the council
should consider doing the same?
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Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
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"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
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As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
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Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
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affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall
level of housing need for the HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing need
has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its objective assessed housing need (OAN).
This has in turn provided greater scope for the needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We
consider the approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less capacity in AVDC than
is being suggested.

Change to Plan

If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at present then the policy requirements
of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181 of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is
compliant with the policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs of the HMA
will be met in full will be necessary.
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Aylesbury Vale Local Plan (2013-2033) - Regulation 19 Representation
Thakeham Homes Ltd are submitting representations in relation to the Proposed Submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (2013 - 2033). Thakeham are a house builder based in Sussex, with a proven track record of
delivering high quality, sustainable schemes. We wish for the following comments to be taken into account during
Examination.
We are pleased with the progress the Council have made in its Duty to Co-operate with neighbouring authorities,
namely Chiltern/ South Bucks District Council and Wycombe District Council (WDC). However, no consideration
appears to have been made in respect of the housing needs in the London Boroughs or the impacts of other major
schemes such as the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway and the expansion of Heathrow. Furthermore, recent
consultations1 show the Government's intention of increasing housing supply both in London and Nationally, and
therefore it is our view that WDC should consider bolstering its housing delivery to help contribute to the Government's
ambitious.
Duty to Cooperate (DtC)
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) duty to cooperate requires that LPA demonstrate evidence of having
effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts, including the delivery of housing development to
meet the full Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) of the area.
"Local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues
with cross-boundary impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for examination. This could be by way of plans or
policies prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of understanding or a jointly prepared strategy which is
presented as evidence of an agreed position. Cooperation should be a continuous process of engagement from initial
thinking through to implementation, resulting in a final position where plans are in place to provide the land and
infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels of development."
NPPF 2012, Paragraph 181
"The NPPF requires Local Plans to seek to deliver "the unmet requirements of neighbouring authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development"
NPPF 2012, Paragraph 43
Whilst we welcome AVDC recognition of its shared responsibility of meeting unmet housing need within the HMA, we
are concerned that this is based upon a flawed Housing Economic Development Assessment (HEDNA) that seeks to
significantly reduce housing need within the HMA. We are particularly concerned that the latest HEDNA report has
reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC and subsequently its objectively assessed housing need (OAHN),
which has provided a greater opportunity for the needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met.
It is crucial that the Council provides clear justification as to the reason for the significant reduction in the demographic
starting point. The methodology is not clear and raises significant questions over the robustness of the housing need
figures provided in the HMA. We do not consider the housing figures within the HEDNA to be significantly justified, as
the reduction in the overall housing need of the AVDC has allowed the District to be able to accommodate WDC and
Chiltern/ South Bucks unmet housing need. Should the Council fail to provide adequate justification as to the reason
why a lower demographic starting point was used in the HEDNA assessment, this has serious implications on the
progression of the AVDC local plan to accommodate sufficient unmet need for the remainder of the HMA.
Standard Methodology
The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) published its consultation on the new methodology
for calculating Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN) on the 14Th September 2017, with a clear mandate of delivering
approximately 266,000 homes per annum across the country.
The indicative figure provided for AVDC is approximately 1,499 dpa between 2016 - 2026. A significant increase from
the current housing need assessment of 965 units per annum. As such, it is our assessment that a significant uplift to
the proposed housing numbers within the emerging Local Plan will be required to ensure that the needs of the district
are fully met if the Local Plan is submitted to the Secretary of State later than March 2018.
Whilst AVDC's current timetable schedules submission of the Local Plan in January 2018. Paragraph 3.15 of the Local
Plan anticipates the need for an early review of the Local Plan to ensure that newly emerging issues such as, the
standard methodology, the expansion of Heathrow and the London Plan are fully accounted for. As such, it is essential
that the Council commit to an early review to ensure that the District's housing need can be met over the long term.
It is essential that the Local Plan acknowledges the Government's ambitions to significantly boost the supply of housing
and seek to deliver the full housing requirement of the district to comply with national policy, particularly paragraph 47
of the NPPF.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries or require any further information.
Yours Faithfully,
Damian Sullivan
Planning Manager

Summary:

Whilst we welcome AVDC recognition of its shared responsibility of meeting unmet housing need within the HMA, we
are concerned that this is based upon a flawed Housing Economic Development Assessment (HEDNA) that seeks to
significantly reduce housing need within the HMA. We are particularly concerned that the latest HEDNA report has
reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC and subsequently its objectively assessed housing need (OAHN),
which has provided a greater opportunity for the needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: LIFE BUILD Solutions Limited [32312]
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Carter Jonas (Mr Jamie Stanley) [32412]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to your current Local Plan consultation

Summary:

The approach of the Council and other Buckinghamshire authorities to create a 'best fit' HMA for the convenience of
their plan making strikes against positively prepared Plan-Making and fails to comply with the legal DTC, the sole
mechanism for ensuring the needs of the region are suitably met within Plan making.
Accordingly, we do not consider the Plan to be positively prepared or effective, and therefore fails to comply with
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Furthermore, to-date, the DTC has not be sufficiently complied with.

Change to Plan

The Council and its neighbouring authorities are required to take a broader view of the housing needs across the wider
region, finding a pragmatic and effective approach to Plan making in order to meet the needs of the assessed HMAs.
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Legal?
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Attachments:
1127_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

AVDC need to demonstrate far more action to show compliance with the duty to cooperate, which must be with all
relevant bodies throughout the plan making process to avoid the risk of another plan being rejected for the similar
reasons as the last attempt. The duty to cooperate only applies up to the point of submission when control of the
process passes to the Inspector. Failure to comply with the duty to cooperate cannot then be corrected by subsequent
action. It is hoped that AVDC have in fact complied with the duty to cooperate but have not produced sufficient
evidence.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S3 Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S2 Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 1.9-1.12 Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: South Oxfordshire District Council (Mr. Ryan Hunt)
[32213]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Planning
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD
Contact officer:
Karen.attwood@southoxon.gov.uk
Tel: 01235 422600
Textphone users add 18001 before you dial
Your reference:
Our reference:
Dear Sir/Madam
Officer Response
South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
2013-2033 Proposed Submission version
Please find below an officer's response to the proposed submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-2033. Our formal response is in the process of being signed off by
the relevant cabinet member and will follow in due-course.
SODC considers the plan to be sound, legally compliant and meet the requirements of Duty to Cooperate.
SODC does not think it to be necessary to attend the examination unless the Inspector believes it
necessary to demonstrate Duty to Co-operate has been followed. An MoU between SODC and
Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is expected to be signed shortly.
Housing Need:
As part of the Duty to Co-operate we continue to monitor the possibility of any potential unmet
needs particularly housing from neighbouring councils. Both councils recognise we are not within the
same Housing Market Area (HMA) and as such there is no need to address any development needs
resulting from the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. It has been noted that AVDC has increased its
housing requirement by 8,000 homes during the plan period to 27,400 homes as a result of the
collective unmet housing need arising from the authorities to its south, namely Wycombe, Chiltern
and South Bucks. It is recognised that AVDC has sufficient suitable and deliverable sites to meet this
need and would not require any of this to be met by SODC.
On page 33 of the VALP it states 'we fully anticipate the need to carry out an early review of VALP to
take into account newly emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on
calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major strategic schemes'. As such SODC would like
to maintain an ongoing dialogue and be updated following any review of the housing need for AVDC
and any unmet need resulting from the wider Central Buckinghamshire HMA.
Haddenham and Thame cross border issues:
Overall the sites proposed for development within the VALP are not considered to have a significant
cross border impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as the majority of new homes required are
some distance from the shared border with development focused on Aylesbury and other existing
settlements with no new settlements planned. However, it has been noted that a significant number
of new dwellings is to be allocated at Haddenham. Page 38 of VALP sets out the overall number of
dwellings to come forward during the plan period. At Haddenham a total of 1,051 homes of which
more than half are committed or completed. The remaining 315 being allocated within the VALP. On
its own it is not considered to have a significant impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as this is a
significant reduction on previous versions of the VALP which included a new settlement near
Haddenham. It has been noted that Haddenham remains a potential location for a new settlement if
after a review of the plan it is determined the need exists. SODC would like to remain in contact on
this issue in order to better understand the cross-border impacts of the proposed development and
any future growth in the area, particularly on the A415 between Haddenham and Thame. We would
seek continued dialogue with AV on the potential infrastructure implications resulting from
development at Haddenham and Thame and would like to explore the potential for joint working on
further studies.
The South Oxfordshire Playing Pitch Strategy identifies a significant proportion of the pitch provision
in the North sub-area of the district based around Chinnor to cater for teams and residents arising
from Aylesbury Vale. The strategy recognises that significant additional growth in Aylesbury Vale
could lead to insufficient capacity at these pitches. We would welcome dialogue with AV on the
implications of this and the potential for sharing developer contributions to address the impacts of
increased demand for these pitches and their associated facilities as a result of significant growth in
Aylesbury Vale.
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway Implications:
Assessment of the potential corridors for the route of the Expressway are currently being
investigated by Highways England. The proposed Southern route option would likely run in close
proximity to Thame and Haddenham and would have a significant impact on the area. Should a more
northerly route be chosen, this could also have wider traffic and environmental impacts that would
need careful consideration. The councils have been co-operating on this matter for some time to
better understand the potential implications of the project. Should this option be taken forward
there will be a need for further joint working/liaison to explore and plan for both the economic
benefits and environmental impacts of these proposals.
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Chinnor Reservoir:
As a result of Thames Water confirming that there are no longer any plans for a Chinnor reservoir,
the site is no longer needed to be safeguarded in either Local Plan. Both councils came to an
agreement on this in May 2017 and a statement as such will be included in an agreed Memorandum
of Understanding ahead of the submission stage of VALP and SODC Local Plan.
Duty to Co-operate:
It is important to maintain officer and member level Duty to Co-operate dialogue to better
understand the issues above and any other issues that may impact on each council in-order to
positively plan for development and mitigate impacts. SODC looks forward to finalising a formal
Memorandum of Understanding with AVDC which is currently being drafted, as well as a wider
Memorandum of Understanding/ Statement of Common Ground on cross-border transport matters
which is also proposed to include Wycombe District Council and the respective County Councils.
If any clarification is required on any of the above comments or any issues relating to this response,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards
Ryan Hunt
Enquires Officer
Policy Team
South Oxfordshire District Council
Summary:

It is important to maintain officer and member level Duty to Co-operate dialogue to better
understand the issues above and any other issues that may impact on each council in-order to
positively plan for development and mitigate impacts. SODC looks forward to finalising a formal
Memorandum of Understanding with AVDC which is currently being drafted, as well as a wider
Memorandum of Understanding/ Statement of Common Ground on cross-border transport matters
which is also proposed to include Wycombe District Council and the respective County Councils.
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Attachments:
Hunt Ryan 32213 Final SODC Officers Response to VALP.PDF
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Respondent: Bellway Homes [32302]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of Bellway Homes to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan 2017.

Summary:

The Proposed Submission Local Plan has been prepared on the basis of the MOU and accordingly, the Plan proposes
to make provision for 8,000 dwellings to meet the unmet needs of the aforementioned Authorities. However, we raise a
number of concerns regarding the likely outcomes of the Proposed Submission Local Plan's approach.
Firstly, it is clear that the extent of unmet need arising from adjoining authorities remains uncertain.
Secondly, the functional housing market area geographies affecting the district are, in reality, more complex and
overlapping, than presently acknowledged in the Proposed Submission Local Plan.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

We recommend strongly that our client's sustainable and deliverable site should be allocated for development, in order
that it can make a meaningful early contribution to the housing needs of the District and wider Housing Market Area.
Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Attachments:
Bellway Homes, 32302 Land South West of Western Turville Representations Dec 2017.pdf
Bellway Homes, 32302 Weston Turville Form.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

The Proposed Submission Local
Plan has been prepared on the basis of the MOU and accordingly, the Plan proposes to
make provision for 8,000 dwellings to meet the unmet needs of the aforementioned
Authorities. However, we raise a number of concerns regarding the likely outcomes of
the Proposed Submission Local Plan's approach.
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Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

not clear how this could proceed in the context of the Standardised OAN Methodology
or the infrastructure enhancements envisaged within the District (e.g. the Oxford to
Cambridge Arc). In essence, it is unclear that an early review would be effective in
addressing these complex cross-boundary issues and ASL consider that more needs to
be done now to address these complex issues and principally the housing need.
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Attachments:
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
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Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
Change to Plan
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Beach, Maggie 31141 Thornborugh Parish Council.pdf
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Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt)
[32193]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
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Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

it would have been beneficial for all parties had the authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing
their Plans to allow housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to assessing and
meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen
across the Country that a decision on OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent
EIPs using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

PSVALP should address the role of Milton Keynes Council through the DtC process for the strategic cross boundary
matters of housing and transport and we request that further information is provided to demonstrate this. The
suggested MoU/Statement of Common Ground may address this.
PSVALP should explain the extent of cooperation with Milton Keynes on housing, economic and transport infrastructure
matters.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood LaSalle Land Limited Partnership [32397]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
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Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 1.9-1.12 Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Dacorum Borough Council (Mr John Chapman)
[28787]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I confirm that Dacorum Borough Council does not wish to raise any soundness issues regarding the Vale of Aylesbury
Pre-Submission document.

Summary:

I confirm that Dacorum Borough Council does not wish to raise any soundness issues regarding the Vale of Aylesbury
Pre-Submission document.
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The Council has responded positively to unmet needs from surrounding authorities and worked co-operatively providing
for 2,250 dwellings from Wycombe and 5,570 from Chiltern and South Bucks.
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Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
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Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 1.9-1.12 Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S2 Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S3 Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Thakeham (Ms Judith Onuh) [32211]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Aylesbury Vale Local Plan (2013-2033) - Regulation 19 Representation
Thakeham Homes Ltd are submitting representations in relation to the Proposed Submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (2013 - 2033). Thakeham are a house builder based in Sussex, with a proven track record of
delivering high quality, sustainable schemes. We wish for the following comments to be taken into account during
Examination.
We are pleased with the progress the Council have made in its Duty to Co-operate with neighbouring authorities,
namely Chiltern/ South Bucks District Council and Wycombe District Council (WDC). However, no consideration
appears to have been made in respect of the housing needs in the London Boroughs or the impacts of other major
schemes such as the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway and the expansion of Heathrow. Furthermore, recent
consultations1 show the Government's intention of increasing housing supply both in London and Nationally, and
therefore it is our view that WDC should consider bolstering its housing delivery to help contribute to the Government's
ambitious.
Duty to Cooperate (DtC)
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) duty to cooperate requires that LPA demonstrate evidence of having
effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts, including the delivery of housing development to
meet the full Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) of the area.
"Local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues
with cross-boundary impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for examination. This could be by way of plans or
policies prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of understanding or a jointly prepared strategy which is
presented as evidence of an agreed position. Cooperation should be a continuous process of engagement from initial
thinking through to implementation, resulting in a final position where plans are in place to provide the land and
infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels of development."
NPPF 2012, Paragraph 181
"The NPPF requires Local Plans to seek to deliver "the unmet requirements of neighbouring authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development"
NPPF 2012, Paragraph 43
Whilst we welcome AVDC recognition of its shared responsibility of meeting unmet housing need within the HMA, we
are concerned that this is based upon a flawed Housing Economic Development Assessment (HEDNA) that seeks to
significantly reduce housing need within the HMA. We are particularly concerned that the latest HEDNA report has
reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC and subsequently its objectively assessed housing need (OAHN),
which has provided a greater opportunity for the needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met.
It is crucial that the Council provides clear justification as to the reason for the significant reduction in the demographic
starting point. The methodology is not clear and raises significant questions over the robustness of the housing need
figures provided in the HMA. We do not consider the housing figures within the HEDNA to be significantly justified, as
the reduction in the overall housing need of the AVDC has allowed the District to be able to accommodate WDC and
Chiltern/ South Bucks unmet housing need. Should the Council fail to provide adequate justification as to the reason
why a lower demographic starting point was used in the HEDNA assessment, this has serious implications on the
progression of the AVDC local plan to accommodate sufficient unmet need for the remainder of the HMA.
Standard Methodology
The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) published its consultation on the new methodology
for calculating Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN) on the 14Th September 2017, with a clear mandate of delivering
approximately 266,000 homes per annum across the country.
The indicative figure provided for AVDC is approximately 1,499 dpa between 2016 - 2026. A significant increase from
the current housing need assessment of 965 units per annum. As such, it is our assessment that a significant uplift to
the proposed housing numbers within the emerging Local Plan will be required to ensure that the needs of the district
are fully met if the Local Plan is submitted to the Secretary of State later than March 2018.
Whilst AVDC's current timetable schedules submission of the Local Plan in January 2018. Paragraph 3.15 of the Local
Plan anticipates the need for an early review of the Local Plan to ensure that newly emerging issues such as, the
standard methodology, the expansion of Heathrow and the London Plan are fully accounted for. As such, it is essential
that the Council commit to an early review to ensure that the District's housing need can be met over the long term.
It is essential that the Local Plan acknowledges the Government's ambitions to significantly boost the supply of housing
and seek to deliver the full housing requirement of the district to comply with national policy, particularly paragraph 47
of the NPPF.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries or require any further information.
Yours Faithfully,
Damian Sullivan
Planning Manager

Summary:

Whilst we welcome AVDC recognition of its shared responsibility of meeting unmet housing need within the HMA, we
are concerned that this is based upon a flawed Housing Economic Development Assessment (HEDNA) that seeks to
significantly reduce housing need within the HMA. We are particularly concerned that the latest HEDNA report has
reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC and subsequently its objectively assessed housing need (OAHN),
which has provided a greater opportunity for the needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]
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Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

PSVALP should address the role of Milton Keynes Council through the DtC process for the strategic cross boundary
matters of housing and transport and we request that further information is provided to demonstrate this. The
suggested MoU/Statement of Common Ground may address this.
PSVALP should explain the extent of cooperation with Milton Keynes on housing, economic and transport infrastructure
matters.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
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Respondent: SEGRO Plc [32255]

Agent:

Full Text:

Turley Associates (Mr Tim Burden) [29945]

Please see attachments including comment form, full comment letter with 25 appendices and representations to the
submission version of the Wycombe Local Plan.
Full summary:
Given the lack of substance to justify Aylesbury District meeting the purported 'unmet needs' of the southern authorities
with respect of employment lands provision.
More specifically, it is evident that AVDC is unlikely to meet the B8 requirements of the FEMA, on account of its poor
strategic connectivity and with explicit reference to the District being unlikely to meet warehousing requirements over
the plan period. Further the portfolio of sites available are limited, and as set out above, are unlikely to be deliverable.
The site selection and sustainability assessment process is therefore flawed and unsound.
We do not consider that the Buckinghamshire Authorities have appropriately co-operated on strategic priorities,
especially with regard to employment needs, and have subsequently failed to ensure that such priorities are 'properly
co-ordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans'.1
Therefore, we suggest that AVDC and WDC review the position being adopted prior to the submission of the respective
Local Plans to the Secretary of State to ensure that both plans fully reflect 'an economic vision and strategy for their
extra which positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic growth'1
As such, as currently drafted, the emerging Wycombe and Aylesbury Local Plans would not result in a final position
'where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels
of development' as required under paragraph 181 of the Framework and fail to meet the tests of soundness with regard
to employment needs under paragraph 182 of the Framework.

Summary:

We do not consider that the Buckinghamshire Authorities have appropriately co-operated on strategic priorities,
especially with regard to employment needs, and have subsequently failed to ensure that such priorities are 'properly
co-ordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans'.
As such, as currently drafted, the emerging Wycombe and Aylesbury Local Plans would not result in a final position
'where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels
of development' as required under paragraph 181 of the Framework and fail to meet the tests of soundness.

Change to Plan

Please see supporting written representations
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Attachments:
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 20 - Polict RT 19.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 19 - DNLP-2654-Natural-England.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 7 - Wycombe Submission Local Plan_ Review of Employment Land Position24.11.17.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 17 - Part 2 - High Level Landscape and Visual Analysis of Allocated Employment
Sites.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 15 - 4300-sk-21-2 Google 2 (5).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 12 - 171122 Technical Note Marlow - Transport final.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 8 - OT200-005-054.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 6 - Final Representations to the draft Local Plan WDC - Westhorpe Park (inc
appendices).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 3 - JLLR3001_Baseline LVIA Figures 1.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 1 - Bucks Free Press Article - Westhorpe Interchange junction.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3961
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3957
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 25 - Proposed Allocation Plan.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3960
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 14 - Technical Note 2 - Desk Top Review - Air Park Site.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Representations to the Submission Version of the Wycombe Local Plan 2711 - FINAL.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 23 - 7639.Country Park.Rep.vf.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 22 - MoU_Wycombe_DC__and_CDCSBDC_draft_August_2017.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 21 - Wycombe-Local-Plan-Duty-to-Cooperate-Draft-Report-September-2017.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 18 - Land at Westhorpe Farm LVIA (baseline).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 24 - Wycombe reps re SA 19082016 (4).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 15 - 4300-sk-21-1 (2).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945, SEGRO PLC Representations to AVDC Local Plan - Final.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 13 - Wycombe Air Park - ACP Consultation Document FINAL.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 11 - Market Report - Westhorpe Farm Little Marlow - 21.11.17 (3).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 10 - Extracts AVDC Submission Plan.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 9 - Buckinghamshire-duty-to-cooperate-memorandum-of-understanding.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 5 - Commercial Report Extracts (2016).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 4 - HELAA.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 2 b- SEGR3001 Vision Document_Submission.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 2 a - Westhorpe Farm - DFD August 2016 Final low.res.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 16 - Part 1 - High Level Landscape Analysis of Westhorpe Farm site.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood LaSalle Land Limited Partnership [32397]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
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Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 1.9-1.12 Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
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Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S3 Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 1.9-1.12 Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S2 Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Revera Limited (Mr Renshaw Watts) [32190]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Mr Rob Riding) [32191]

Please see attachments
Paragraph 3.80 suggests that there is not a record of persistent under-delivery in Aylesbury Vale and that accordingly it
is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.
The Council assess the record of delivery against the objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale in isolation, which
is the correct approach prior to the confirmation of the contribution to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities
through the VALP examination. Table 2 of the Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, August 2017
identifies that whilst there was under-delivery in the majority of years up until 2012/13, the recent record of delivery
justifies the application of a 5% buffer.
However, upon adoption of the VALP (even assuming that the housing requirement remains as proposed) there will
have been under-delivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with the needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale
but not having been met. Accordingly, upon adoption there will be a necessity to apply a 20% buffer to afford the
appropriate weight to housing proposals given the significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.
The effect of the application of the necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of
circa 600 dwellings. This will need to be addressed within the VALP through the identification of additional deliverable
allocations.
Policy S9 (Monitoring and review)
Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests that Government policy is to deliver 250,000
homes per annum nationally. However, this figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of
the required number of homes was identified as at least 300,000 new homes per annum in the 'Building More Homes'
report to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs in July 2016. The Government have responded to
this evidence (and older assessments including the Barker Report) and are currently consulting on a national
distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. The reference in paragraph 1.7 therefore not
only conflicts with the available evidence, it also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective of
delivering a level of housing below that required nationally.
Paragraph 1.8 continues to identify a requirement of 19,400 new homes to respond to the needs of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding any contributions to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities). This figure is based upon the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) Update Addendum, September
2017 which contains corrections to the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update: Final Report, December 2016.
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for the
Housing Market Area (HMA) rather than an LPA boundary (unless they are coterminous). This has been underlined in
several legal judgments1. This is necessary to ensure that account is taken of the inter-relationships between the
various LPAs and a consistent approach is taken to these. However, the HEDNA assesses the OAN for each LPA in
isolation, using different assumptions for each. The necessary result of this inconsistency means that the OAN has not
been established for the HMA, contrary to the NPPF.
It is also important to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has recently consulted
on a standardised methodology for identifying the local housing need. This has arisen from the Local Plans Expert
Group and the Housing White Paper, both of which were subject to consultation, as well as from professional input
from a wide range of experts including the Planning Inspectorate and the Bar.
Paragraph 1.11 identifies that there is insufficient capacity to meet the OAN in the areas south of Aylesbury Vale. In the
following paragraph 1.12, there is calculated to be an unmet need of 8,000 homes.
However, this is all predicated on the OAN identified in the HEDNA which adopts inconsistent and negative
assumptions, contrary to the available evidence to reduce the OAN. The population is growing far faster than
anticipated by the latest sub-national population projections, and yet even if the OAN was calculated on the basis of
these population projections this would produce an unmet need of 8,965 homes (based on the OAN of 27,065 for the
remainder of Buckinghamshire (= 51,051 - 23,986) and the capacity of 18,100 homes identified in the Memorandum of
Understanding, July 2017).
Furthermore, the Luton Local Plan was adopted in November 2017 and this identifies that there is a need for 400
dwellings which relates to Aylesbury Vale, which is not being addressed elsewhere.
As a result, the VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the
rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400). These figures will increase significantly, once the
standardised methodology becomes part of national policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned
for (including through the early review).
This compares to the identified housing requirement in paragraph 1.12 of 27,400 homes. It is therefore clear, that even
if the VALP is submitted in advance of the revised NPPF, it will contain a housing requirement that is 5,950 homes
short of meeting the OAN across the HMA (unless other sites can be identified across the remainder of
Buckinghamshire to contribute to this unmet need). However, in paragraph 3.17 it is identified that it is expected that
28,830 homes will be delivered in the plan period, which reduces the shortfall to 4,334 homes.
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes which is significantly below the minimum OAN of 33,350.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall. This should include the
identification of additional sites now as well as the identification of new settlements through the proposed early review.
Policy S2 identifies that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth will be at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
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Wendover and Haddenham. It then continues to identify that growth adjacent to Milton Keynes will also be allocated.
The Policy also identifies that development at medium villages, including Bierton, will be at a scale in keeping with the
local character and setting.
Whilst this approach is supported, as set out in our representations to Policies S3 and D2, our client retains an
objection to the "downgrading" of Bierton to a medium village which is clearly a sustainable location in close proximity
to Aylesbury and to other new development, i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook). Bierton should therefore be
reclassified to a "larger village" as originally assessed. If the Council are minded to maintain the classification of Bierton
as a medium village the characteristics and context of the settlement should be recognised with a more appropriate
level of growth than that currently proposed in the VALP.
Table 2 identifies the proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development based on the proposals
of Policy S2.
Paragraph 3.20 identifies that the settlement hierarchy including the ranking of settlements identified in
the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017, forms the basis of the proposed distribution
between settlements.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017 identifies that Bierton (which meets 6 criteria)
is more sustainable than Stewkley (5 criteria) and equally as sustainable as Cheddington, Great
Horwood, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville and Weston Turville, and yet each and every
one of these settlements are proposed to receive greater levels of growth.
Indeed, Table 2 indicates that 101 dwellings have already been permitted in the less sustainable
settlement of Stewkley which compares to the 23 permitted in Bierton. This provides a strong indication
that Bierton should receive (or at the very least be allowed to receive) a level of growth commensurate
with its sustainability, in excess of that which has already been proved to be sustainable at the less
sustainable settlement of Stewkley.
Similarly, in some of the equally sustainable settlements, namely Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon and
Newton Longville, the number of dwellings permitted is in excess of that at Bierton and yet additional
allocations are proposed in these settlements. Indeed, Maids Moreton is planned to receive 171
dwellings, Marsh Gibbon is planned to receive 47 and Newton Longville 48, as compared to the 23
dwellings at Bierton.
Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development spatial strategy for growth)
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Pegasus therefore, in accordance with the representations submitted for the 'Draft Plan for Summer
2016 Consultation', continue to object to the "downgrading" of Bierton, which is clearly a sustainable
location and with the development to the south (i.e. Land East of Aylesbury - Kingsbrook) has outline
planning permission for 2,450 homes, 10 hectares of employment land and further development such
as two primary schools and community facilities, thereby providing a range of facilities and services
which will be even closer those provided by Aylesbury only 1.8 miles away.
Paragraph 4.152 identifies that no allocations are made at either Bierton or Weston Turville owing to
their proximity to Aylesbury Garden Town. This does not take account of the impacts of the proposed
allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town which include a highways access in Bierton. Bierton will be
directly affected by the highways impacts associated with large scale residential development, but will
not receive the benefits associated with modest housing provision. This cannot be considered to be
sustainable in terms of the three dimensions of sustainability (providing adverse social, economic and
environmental impacts from the nearby development without any beneficial impacts associated with
these).
As a result of this, the proposed distribution in the VALP does not reflect the sustainability of
settlements. Additional provisions, either in the form of allocations and/or mechanisms to allow
development beyond the settlement envelope should be embedded in the VALP.
It is therefore necessary to provide for development in Bierton commensurate with its size and scale.
On behalf of our client, Pegasus has promoted through the SHLAA and previous representations to the
emerging Local Plan, several sites at Bierton - refs: BIE004, BIE005, HUL004. A location plan is
attached which shows these sites in relation to Bierton. These sites are not subject to any statutory
environmental or landscape designations and nor are they located in any Local Landscape Area or
Area of Attractive Landscape
Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside
between settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not
sufficiently precise. Any development beyond the current built form, including that on allocated sites
(either within the VALP or neighbourhood plans), or as exceptional development (see Policy D4 and
H2 for example) will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the countryside
between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such
development and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development
requirements) being delivered.
Indeed, paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires that such protection is only afforded to valued landscapes.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be
effective as it could be used to undermine the required development.
Summary:

The acceptance of unmet needs of neighbouring authorities with Aylesbury Vale is to be welcomed as this not only
recognises the constraints in these authorities but also recognises the sustainability of Aylesbury Vale. Given the scale
of the shortfall between the proposed provision and the OAN, additional provision should be made within the VALP now
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although it may also be appropriate to address some of this additional need through the early review once the effects of
the standardised methodology and other material consideration are fully known.
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Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.7 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S3 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Policy S2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Paras 1.11 and 1.12 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy D2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.8 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S9 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

PSVALP should address the role of Milton Keynes Council through the DtC process for the strategic cross boundary
matters of housing and transport and we request that further information is provided to demonstrate this. The
suggested MoU/Statement of Common Ground may address this.
PSVALP should explain the extent of cooperation with Milton Keynes on housing, economic and transport infrastructure
matters.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood LaSalle Land Limited Partnership [32397]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
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Full Text:

What logic is being applied to the needs of #South Bucks being addressed in North Bucks? The demographics have
no relation. This approach is surely going to create commuter ghost towns and villages and increase the burden on
roads and the environment.

Summary:

What logic is being applied to the needs of #South Bucks being addressed in North Bucks? The demographics have
no relation. This approach is surely going to create commuter ghost towns and villages and increase the burden on
roads and the environment.

Change to Plan

There are only 2 major towns in North Bucks: Aylesbury and Buckingham the percentage growth that such a rural area
can accommodate, or more importantly need, is the key need. This area does not fall under the 'Major area of
habitation' type of criteria. This local nuance has to be acknowledged, if not, there is no point in this plan whatsover,
we may as well not has the process at all.
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Respondent: Stewkley Parish Council (Dr Gill Morgan) [31977]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Stewkley Parish Council acknowledges that progress has been made to reduce the unmet housing demand from
neighbouring authorities, and asks if more could be achieved? SPC notes and supports comments made by the North
Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium that the housing densities in the draft Wycombe local plan are lower than those in
the draft VALP, which increases pressure on AVDC to take up Wycombe's unmet housing need.

Summary:

Stewkley Parish Council acknowledges that progress has been made to reduce the unmet housing demand from
neighbouring authorities, and asks if more could be achieved? SPC notes and supports comments made by the North
Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium that the housing densities in the draft Wycombe local plan are lower than those in
the draft VALP, which increases pressure on AVDC to take up Wycombe's unmet housing need.

Change to Plan

Challenge the Wycombe LP on their housing densities and recalculate their unmet housing need accordingly.
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:
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Full Text:

WPC believe it right that future allocated sites that go toward satisfying the unmet need of an adjoining district, should
be located as close as possible to that district - especially where such a district appears to be keeping it's housing
density figures artificially and unacceptably low. WPC do not believe that AVDC should automatically be responsible
for providing the unmet needs of the Wycombe District Council. WPC objected to the Wycombe District Local Plan
publication version on 20 November 2017, on the basis that the proposed housing densities on the majority of the sites
proposed were far too low.

Summary:

WPC do not believe that AVDC should automatically be responsible for providing the unmet needs of the Wycombe
District Council.

Change to Plan

Wycombe Council should be made to increase their density levels in line with those across the Vale, especially bearing
in mind the pressing need within that part of the southern district.
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Respondent: Wycombe District Council (Charlotte Morris)
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Full Text:

N/A

HOUSING: This Memorandum of Understanding identifies that AVDC falls within the same Housing Market Area as
Wycombe District Council as part of a Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area. Based on the December 2016 HEDNA
Update and Bucks HEDNA Addendum September 2017 the Objectively Assessed Need for the Bucks Housing Market
Area is 45,500 dwellings, of which 19,400 is for Aylesbury Vale and 13,200 is for Wycombe District. Through capacity
work we have identified an unmet housing need of 2,275 dwellings that cannot be accommodated within the district due
to the land supply constraints that exist. The Memorandum of Understanding agrees that this unmet housing need will
be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale. We note there is an error within the VALP which identifies 2,250 dwellings for
Wycombe's unmet housing need. We ask that this is corrected to be that set out in the July 2017 Memorandum of
Understanding for 2,275 dwellings. We welcome the flexibility built into the VALP housing supply with a 5.2% buffer.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING: The Memorandum of Understanding identifies that affordable housing policies in VALP will
secure a proportion of affordable housing as part of delivering unmet housing needs from other plan areas within the
Bucks HMA (including Wycombe District). Policy H1 of the VALP sets out residential developments of 11 or more
dwellings gross, or sites of 0.3ha or more will be required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site.
Currently it is unclear what this will deliver in terms of potential affordable housing supply and whether sufficient
affordable housing will be provided to meet the proportion of unmet housing needs to be accommodated in Aylesbury
Vale from Wycombe District. It would be helpful if this could be clarified either in the VALP or the supporting evidence
base.
EMPLOYMENT: Aylesbury Vale falls within the same Functional Economic Market (FEMA) area as Wycombe District
as part of the Bucks wide FEMA. We support that the VALP identifies there is sufficient employment land available in
Aylesbury Vale to meet the overall forecast employment land needs across the FEMA, taking into account undersupply
within Wycombe District. The Memorandum of Understanding identifies our plans will adopt a "precautionary and
flexible approach to economic development including ensuring allocations are flexible to adjust to changes in the
market". In light of this Policy E1 part c identifies that main town centre uses will not be supported on key employment
sites, except as ancillary facilities to service a key employment site. The NPPF includes 'offices' as a main town centre
use therefore this policy should be amended to take this into consideration. The references to the Bucks HEDNA,
throughout the employment land chapter are also incorrect, e.g. para. 4.174 1st sentence should refer to the Bucks
HEDNA Update, December 2016 (not 2015). Bucks HEDNA Addendum (para. 4.175) was produced by Atkins and ORS
and was published in September 2017. Para. 4.176 refers to a property market review by the LEP. This is included as
Appendix A of the HEDNA Addendum (September 2017). References should be checked accordingly.
CONCLUSION: Wycombe District Council is satisfied that the tests of legal compliance and soundness have been
met but have identified some comments for consideration as set out above. As part of the Duty to Co-operate we will
continue to actively engage until the plan is submitted for examination.

Summary:

We note there is an error within the VALP which
identifies 2,250 dwellings for Wycombe's unmet housing need. We ask that this is corrected
to be that set out in the July 2017 Memorandum of Understanding for 2,275 dwellings.

Change to Plan

We note there is an error within the VALP which
identifies 2,250 dwellings for Wycombe's unmet housing need. We ask that this is corrected
to be that set out in the July 2017 Memorandum of Understanding for 2,275 dwellings.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the Council's approach of accommodating some unmet
needs of the local authorities in southern Buckinghamshire, which are highly constrained by the Chilterns AONB. In this
important way, the Council is demonstrating good practice under the Duty to Cooperate, and its Duty of Regard to
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (section
85).

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the Council's approach of accommodating some unmet
needs of the local authorities in southern Buckinghamshire, which are highly constrained by the Chilterns AONB. In this
important way, the Council is demonstrating good practice under the Duty to Cooperate, and its Duty of Regard to
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (section
85).
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Respondent: Mrs Alina Neagoe [32016]
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Full Text:

N/A

see attachment for full rep
* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of
Understanding signed in July 2017. Paragraph 2.1 (d) of this document sets out the conditions under which
the resultant unmet housing need of different Districts would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit': 'The
Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area
based on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant
need would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent
with achieving sustainable development.'
As you will see below, the Wycombe District has the potential for a greater number of new homes to be built
within the District (as Aylesbury Vale District Council also stated in the representation sent in August 2016),
but for various reasons they decided not to use these sites (and instead to using as an argument for the unmet
need the lack of land within the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true).
By including the 2,250 dwellings (derived from the un-met target for Wycombe District) into the Aylesbury
Vale Local Plan, although these AVDC experts know that WDC has more potential for development beyond the
Green Belt and AONB at Princes Risborough - both Council's become accomplices in non-compliance with the
MoU rules set up in July 2017.
* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District does not mention that the 27,400 dwellings represent just a
provisional figure - and the final number will only be set when the other local plans from Buckinghamshire
(showing un-met need) will be approved (Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe
District Council).
In this Local Plan, AVDC started from the idea that the un-met need declared by the other Councils is real, but
this is not true in the Wycombe District. We are many land owners/developers from the Wycombe District
that sent a representation to the independent Planning Inspector in charge of validating this Local Plan
providing - asking our land to be used for development for the period 2013 - 2033 (and showing that our sites
are eligible for development).
Enter your full representation here:
Paragraph/Policy/Other: Duty to Co-operate
In July 2017 Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe District
Council, and the Bucks Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership (BTVLEP) signed the Buckinghamshire Duty to
Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding.
The process set out at paragraph 2.1 (d) of the Buckinghamshire Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) in relation to unmet housing needs was that:
'The Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area based
on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant need would be met
elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent with achieving sustainable
development.'
It should be noted at paragraph 4.1 that:
'This is not a legally binding document but is an agreement and working understanding through which authorities are
agreeing approaches for working together on shared planning principles and approaches to issues joint evidence and
the content of respective local plans where relevant. The content will be kept under review and may be modified by
agreement to take account of any relevant changes in circumstances. The following authorities agree to the above.'
It is noted in the MoU that Wycombe District has a significant level of Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) which paragraph 3.16 of the Wycombe District Local Plan states is approximately 50% and 70%
respectively.
However, there are areas within the Wycombe District which do not fall into Green Belt or AONB which can
accommodate sustainable development over and above that which has already been allocated. It is my representation
that further land is available in Wycombe District that can be sustainably allocated to the north/north east of Princes
Risborough. Even the Aylesbury Valley District Council experts had doubts about the lack of land in the Wycombe
District to accommodate the full 15,000/13,200 homes. To demonstrate this, in 2016 a report was commissioned by
AVDC relating to the number of houses Wycombe District Council has the capacity to provide. This independent Why
we are in this situation? Because the WDC experts used a wrong approach (from the beginning) at creation of the
Local Plan for this District: instead of identifying additional sites suitable for development inside the Wycombe District
(to fully achieve the target set up by the Government) they checked what un-met need can be accommodated by
Aylesbury Vale District and then speculated at maximum this opportunity (using as an excuse the lack of land inside
the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true - and we truly hope that this mistake will be corrected by the
Planning Inspector). Aylesbury Vale District Council signaled since August 2016 that ''the draft Wycombe District Local
Plan seems to only have considered the provision of 10,000 homes and appears to have made only a limited attempt to
accommodate the full 15,000 homes''. My representation supports this conclusion (but AVDC had to be stronger and
more determined in demonstrating these irregularities before accepting the 2,250 dwellings un-met need to be
transferred from Wycombe District. This may have happened if the AVDC sent a representation in November 2017, but
these documents are not public at this time and a Freedom of Information request would take me a month until I get an
answer - so I could not verify this in a timely manner). I am one of the people directly affected by this decision by WDC
to transfer the un-met need to Aylesbury Vale District due to lack of land inside the District (because WDC not only
does not use our land to build the house, but adds new restrictions - turning it without justification into the Green
Buffer). To better understand our situation I have attached to this representation a copy of the representation for
Wycombe District Local Plan submitted by the Planning expert (Mr. Paul Smith) on our behalf - in December 2017.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1053 - 32016 - 1.12 - i, ii, iv

1053

Object

1. Background

1.12

Summary:

The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of
Understanding signed in July 2017. Paragraph 2.1 (d) of this document sets out the conditions under which
the resultant unmet housing need of different Districts would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit'

Change to Plan

The changes which are required (in my view) to make the Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District I added the following
conclusions below:
It is noted that a Duty to Cooperate Memorandum has been signed with the neighbouring authorities in July 2017,
but the Wycombe District Council does not respect the conditions set out in this memorandum (and Aylesbury Vale
Council has overlooked this aspect). Wycombe District should go further to secure development within its own District
boundary, because further sustainable development can be achieved outside of the Green Belt/AONB at Princes
Risborough.
The AVDC experts should help once again the WDC experts: by reading the representations sent by the land
owners/developers in November 2017 from Wycombe District; by making further analysis of available sites through a
further ''policy off'' HELAA; by helping them to hold a new call for sites; etc
The AVDC experts should help the WDC experts to modify/improve the Local Plan for Princess Risborough,
proposing solutions that are achievable in the time period mentioned by the Government (2013 - 2033), but increasing
the number of homes to be built in this town (and showing to the community members that they have no reasons to be
worried, because: enough schools, GP's, parking spaces, shops, etc will be included in the final Local Plan).
Note: The WDC representatives in charge of creating the Local Plan for Princes Risborough: either did not want to use
the entire quantity of land available in the area (proposing only 2,600 dwellings instead of 4,000 - as one of the
scenarios from the Sustainability Appraisal - March 2016 shows), either they had other hidden reasons (i.e. political
reasons), either they did not have the necessary knowledge to make the best use of this land available in Princes
Risborough (making sure that the solutions provided were achievable within the deadline set by the Government);
either because of lack of interest/care of the WDC members. In all these cases, the problem is the WD Council (the
negligence, the lack of skills, the political influence, the convenience of the representatives/managers, or all of the
above) and not the lack of land (due to Green Belt and AONB) - as this institution states in their published documents.
The AVDC experts should create a back-up Local Plan for AVD which included only the 19,400 homes that were
originally set up for this District (or to create a back-up Local Plan as close to reality as possible in order to have the
right picture of what will happen in the AV District between 2013 - 2033). 30% of the 27,400 proposed houses in the
current Local Plan are based on the word '' IF '': if the other Planning Inspectors are not increasing the number of
homes in these Districts, if the statements provided by the Councils are real, etc (this situation should have been
avoided from the very beginning).
The AVDC experts to check if Chiltern/South Bucks Districts used the same strategy as Wycombe District regarding
the un-met need or there the un-fulfilled need is justified.
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1082

Object

1. Background

1.12

Respondent: IM Land [32247]

Agent:

Full Text:

Turley Associates (Ms. Hannah Bowler) [32248]

Please find attached full representation letter and appendices.
Our Client is actively promoting sites within the other Buckinghamshire Authorities (Wycombe, South Bucks and
Chiltern) through the respective Local Plan processes, and consider that the sites being put forward are suitable,
available and deliverable within the Plan period and can contribute towards meeting the respective authorities OAN.
On the basis that questions are being raised over whether there is a demonstrable requirement for AVDC ,to plan and
deliver for such a significant number of new homes above its own OAN, we consider that the southern authorities
should be requested to demonstrate robustly that it has exhausted all opportunities for accommodating development
with their own boundaries especially given there is considerable evidence (both our Client's and the Council's own
evidence in some cases) to demonstrate that there are additional sites that could be allocated to reduce the quantum
of unmet need.
Whilst the South Bucks and Chiltern Joint Local Plan has been delayed, the Wycombe District Local Plan is
progressing alongside the same timescales of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan. As such it is important that this
matter is addressed prior to submission to the Secretary of State in order to ensure that both authorities meet the tests
of soundness identified with paragraph 182 of the Framework.

Summary:

On the basis that questions are being raised over whether there is a demonstrable requirement for AVDC ,to plan and
deliver for such a significant number of new homes above its own OAN, we consider that the southern authorities
should be requested to demonstrate robustly that it has exhausted all opportunities for accommodating development
with their own boundaries especially given there is considerable evidence (both our Client's and the Council's own
evidence in some cases) to demonstrate that there are additional sites that could be allocated to reduce the quantum
of unmet need.

Change to Plan

Please see written representations
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1123

Object

1. Background

1.12

Respondent: Halsbury Homes Ltd [32305]

Agent:

RPS Planning and Development (Camilla Fisher)
[32306]

Full Text:

Please find attached representation made of behalf of Halsbury Homes Ltd in regard to the Proposed Submission Vale
of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

The DCLG Consultation Paper introduces transitional arrangements does
not "exempt" authorities from taking these figures into account. An examination of the various
elements comprising the OAN and how realistic these are in relation to Government policy, is still
relevant at the EiP for all those Plans submitted before the 1st April 2018.
The DCLG figure of 30,000 dwellings representing local OAN, is higher than the current draft figure . Is AVDC is
content to accept a minimum of 8,000 additional dwellings in addition to
the 30,000 local need - giving an adjusted total of 35,400 dwellings in 2 years time?

Change to Plan

If the AVDC numbers rise by a further 50% to 1500 pa will AVDC be happy to take 8000 houses from
the southern districts? If they cannot give this assurance then the MoU is rendered useless and the
plan itself becomes unsound. Indeed, arguably the Plan does not even get to soundness tests as it
falls at the first hurdle i.e. coordination with adjoining authorities and the Duty to Co-operate.
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1217

Object

1. Background

1.12

Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
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Object

1. Background

1.12

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Neil Smith) [31944]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I see that you are given as the contact for the above meeting. I would be grateful if you could draw the attention of the
participants to this email.
By way of background, I am a resident of Whitchurch concerned about some of the implications of the draft local plan
and the Bucks Districts and LEP MOU attached to the agenda. I have no "official" or vested interest in the subject
beyond my status as a resident.
Like many residents I am concerned about the risk of excessive housing development and I note that for Whitchurch,
22 new houses are included in the proposal for the period to 2033. Even if this number were to be considered
acceptable, can some language be included to make it plain that this is a maximum, to avoid a continual drip-drip of
applications to exceed this number?
The MOU referenced in the agenda, makes it plain that the officers have in mind proposing an increase in the amount
of new housing in Aylesbury Vale beyond the stated "need", because the other districts are thought not to have
sufficient room to accommodate their own needs. The numbers are startling. The "need" in Aylesbury Vale is given as
18100 houses, and in Chilterns and South Bucks 26100. However the proposal is that 27400 should be built in AV and
only 19400 in C&SB.
As written, i understand the draft District Plan, is based on the need and not any extra allocation, as above. To be
meaningful, Ithe plan should also indicate the geographic distribution planned, should this aggregate amount of
housing be at the higher level, which is some 50% above the assessed need.
Finally, and here there is hope, I note the careful language in the MOU, accompanying the above numbers. It states
that
"The Councils agreed that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area based on
the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant need would be met
elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent with achieving sustainable
development. "(My bold underlining)
The phrase "proven to be impossible" is not a figure of speech. it implies that proof (not just evidence) is demonstrated
that it is impossible to build the needed houses in the areas of need. Impossible does not mean "inconvenient",
"uneconomic", "undesirable" for instance but that the goal could not be met locally by any possible course of action. It
would be helpful if the Committee could consider and at least outline, the way that they would seek to check if the test
of "proven to be impossible" should be met.

Summary:

I note the careful language in the MOU, accompanying the above numbers. It states that
"The Councils agreed that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area based on
the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant need would be met
elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent with achieving sustainable
development.
The phrase "proven to be impossible" is not a figure of speech. it implies that proof (not just evidence) is demonstrated
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2277

Object

1. Background

1.12

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

PSVALP should address the role of Milton Keynes Council through the DtC process for the strategic cross boundary
matters of housing and transport and we request that further information is provided to demonstrate this. The
suggested MoU/Statement of Common Ground may address this.
PSVALP should explain the extent of cooperation with Milton Keynes on housing, economic and transport infrastructure
matters.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Object
1.12

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Object

1. Background

1.12

Respondent: Barwood LaSalle Land Limited Partnership [32397]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Paragraph 1.9 - 1.12 Duty to Cooperate
The Proposed Submission Plan is not currently considered to be sound under the provisions of paragraph 182 of the
NPPF, in that it has not been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. On this basis, it is unsound as it is
not effective in demonstrating that it is based on joint working on cross boundary priorities.
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.
The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
The role of Milton Keynes as a focus for strategic growth is well established and has been further strengthened by the
Interim Report by the National Infrastructure Commission. It is, therefore, clear that Milton Keynes will remain a focus
for future housing and economic growth in the long term, and further strategic urban extensions to the city will be
required to meet that identified need. Given its geography, it is inevitable that some or all of that will need to be
accommodated on land outside of the city's administrative area. With this in mind, the level of detail available on the
Duty to Cooperate with Aylesbury Vale is currently considered to be insufficient.

Summary:

Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12 outline the Council's actions in respect of the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring authorities.
Despite the allocation included within the Proposed Submission Plan at South West Milton Keynes, which immediately
adjoins the administrative boundary with Milton Keynes, there are no details contained within the plan relating to the
activities and discussions undertaken between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Councils. It is also noted that the
Proposed Submission Plan: MK refers to the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding with Aylesbury Vale, but
there is no mention of this within this Proposed Submission Plan.

Change to Plan

The Proposed Submission Plan requires more detailed reference to the physical and functional relationship between
Aylesbury Vale District and Milton Keynes. This is particularly significant in light of the proposed route of the East-West
Rail link and the associated infrastructure and housing supply demands this will bring to the surrounding area
particularly within close proximity of the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.
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138

Support

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Ms Patience Skillings [30614]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The final sentence relating to Travellers and Gypsies seems a bit incongruous, and apart from referring to an updated
survey doesn't say anything.

Summary:

The final sentence relating to Travellers and Gypsies seems a bit incongruous, and apart from referring to an updated
survey doesn't say anything.

Change to Plan
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179

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Objection is raised to this approach to meeting housing need. It is considered that the approach adopted in earlier
iterations of the Plan is a more sensible approach to providing sustainable patterns of development. The current
approach means that some villages that were previously identified as suitable for providing housing development are
now not identified. One example of this is the village of Gawcott. This village is a medium village with a reasonable
level of services and facilities including a primary school. Previous iterations of the Plan stated that this village could
provide for around 70 dwellings and now no allocations are included in the plan. It is considered that this approach is
not sound and will not lead to sustainable rural communities.

Summary:

Objection is raised to this approach to meeting housing need. It is considered that the approach adopted in earlier
iterations of the Plan is a more sensible approach to providing sustainable patterns of development. The current
approach means that some villages that were previously identified as suitable for providing housing development are
now not identified

Change to Plan

It is considered that Local Plan housing allocations should be provided on the basis of settlement size.
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229

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Brocksmoor Projects Ltd (Mr Martin Wilkinson)
[29520]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The comment about "some new housing" could be delivered at RAF Halton is particularly vague and troubling as
without some set limit, this site could grow incrementaly without considering and dealing with adverse impacts to the
infrastructure of Wendover, eg roads, parking, utilities, schools, health centre etc.

Summary:

The comment about "some new housing" could be delivered at RAF Halton is particularly vague and troubling as
without some set limit, this site could grow incrementaly without considering and dealing with adverse impacts to the
infrastructure of Wendover, eg roads, parking, utilities, schools, health centre etc.

Change to Plan

Specifiy a maximum number of houses to be assumed in the RAF Halton site, and specific the required infrastructure
changes to accommodate this
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404

Support

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Stewkley Parish Council (Dr Gill Morgan) [31977]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Stewkley Parish Council recognises that AVDC have responded to the issues concerning the fixed % presented in the
earlier version of VALP as the mechanism to assign required number of new houses to large, medium and small
villages and support the solution based upon sustainability that is presented in this VALP.

Summary:

Stewkley Parish Council recognises that AVDC have responded to the issues concerning the fixed % presented in the
earlier version of VALP as the mechanism to assign required number of new houses to large, medium and small
villages and support the solution based upon sustainability that is presented in this VALP.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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513

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Carmel Traynor [32019]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The plan repeatedly refers to "affordable " housing. Affordable to who? Elsewhere in the plan it refers to THE
AVERAGE HOUSE PRICE IS TEN TIMES THE AVERAGE INCOME OF 2016 !!! I can see what the plan suggests
doing about this.

Summary:

The plan repeatedly refers to "affordable " housing. Affordable to who? Elsewhere in the plan it refers to THE
AVERAGE HOUSE PRICE IS TEN TIMES THE AVERAGE INCOME OF 2016 !!! I can see what the plan suggests
doing about this.

Change to Plan

More detailed breakdown of how the issue of affordability will be addressed

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes
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554

Support

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Pitstone Parish Council (Laurie Eagling) [30438]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

PART B
1. Settlement Hierarchy and Development
The parish council would like to thank AVDC for now respecting made Neighbourhood Plans, and for amending their
method of calculation for residential development in the villages to a fairer approach.
2. Infrastructure
The parish council would like to stress the importance of joint working with Bucks County Council and Herts County
Councils (there is also significant residential growth planned for Tring, the residents arising from this will also need to
access Aylesbury) to ensure the necessary supporting infrastructure is developed alongside residential development.
In particular, a link road/ring road to improve access to Aylesbury will be very important as residents from the Pitstone
area suffer long delays at certain times of day making access to Aylesbury for work/education/schooling/leisure very
difficult and time consuming. This infrastructure should be planned alongside the residential developments to ensure
that land that may be required for roads isn't utilising for housing before the highway plans are finalised.
3. Infrastructure / Sustainable Transport
It can be presumed that the increased residential development in the Pitstone region of the county will lead to an
increased demand for commuter services from Tring railway station. At present there is no sustainable transport
access from Bucks to this station in Herts, there is no bus service to the station nor foot/cycle path. The car parking
provision at the station is limited, causing nuisance overflow parking in the immediate area or Bucks residents to travel
further afield to try and access rail services eg Berkhamstead or Leighton Buzzard. The parish council would urge
AVDC to work with Dacorum/Herts Councils to seek solutions to this problem to ensure that residential development is
sustainable and that residents are not disadvantaged due to our close location to a county boundary.
Yours
Laurie Eagling

Summary:

1. Settlement Hierarchy and Development
The parish council would like to thank AVDC for now respecting made Neighbourhood Plans, and for amending their
method of calculation for residential development in the villages to a fairer approach.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Eagling, Laurie 30438 Pitstone Parish Council.pdf
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569

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Rey Construction supports the Council's decision to allocate sites on the basis of their suitability and location rather
than applying a blanket housing percentage based on settlement size. It also acknowledges that Aylesbury is a
suitable location "for more than half of the new homes". However, it is a matter of concern that specific reference has
not been made in paragraph 1.13 to those major settlements, notably Milton Keynes and Bletchley, which adjoin the
District. It should be recognised that land in this location (over and above that which is allocated) provides the
opportunity for a sustainable approach to meeting housing need in the District in the form of one or more larger
Sustainable Urban Extensions.
The suitability of these locations to accommodate development is acknowledged in subsequent policies and proposals
within the Plan (paragraph 3.14, Policy D-NLV001 and its accompanying text) and it is therefore considered appropriate
to include a similar statement in paragraph 1.13.

Summary:

Specific reference has not been made to those major settlements, notably Milton Keynes and Bletchley, which adjoin
the District. It should be recognised that land in this location (over and above that which is allocated) provides the
opportunity for a sustainable approach to meeting housing need in the District in the form of one or more larger
Sustainable Urban Extensions.
The suitability of these locations to accommodate development is acknowledged elsewhere in the Plan and it is
therefore appropriate to include a similar statement in Paragraph 1.13

Change to Plan

The overall strategy adopted by this council to meet housing need is to direct sustainable levels of development to
existing settlements, BOTH WITHIN AND ADJOINING THE DISTRICT....." (Capitalised text indicates requested
change).
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Legal?
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614

Support

1. Background

1.13

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

1.13 As there is no comment box enabling a response to this Plan's 'Foreword - Shaping the Vale's future', by Cllr.
Carol Paternoster, Cabinet Member for Growth Strategy, this seems the most relevant chapter to comment in respect
of WPC's general view on housing within the district.
The 'Forward' is warmly welcomed by Whaddon Parish Council (WPC), especially the references to 'The districts bright
future', 'helping the district to thrive', and 'direct future development to the best locations'. These essential components
of the emerging plan are strongly supported by WPC, as is the additional reference to the 'redevelopment of Halton
Camp'. The success of the Plan will depend on these fundamental 'building blocks' which are the basic ingredients
required to support the economic development that will secure and help achieve the Council's desire to 'bring more
investment, employment and opportunity. Helping the district to thrive'.
WPC has at every consultation opportunity, past and present over many years,supported these principles - as strongly
as this council has opposed any development that adjoins the edge of Milton Keynes. It is an undeniable fact that any
major development located next to Milton Keynes can only assist the economy of that district to the detriment of
Aylesbury Vale, and this cannot and should not be allowed in a Plan of this importance, and especially when the
essential 'unmet needs' of adjoining Local Authorities are all coming from those districts to the south of the County, as
opposed to the relatively rural areas located in the north of the district, beyond which lies the new city of Milton Keynes,
where no unmet needs appear to exist.
It is for that reason that WPC fully support the deletion (from the previous version of VALP) of the proposed major
allocation at WHA001 (Shenley Park, Whaddon), because to have proceeded with that allocation would have only
supported an already thriving and growing future city, to the detriment of Aylesbury Vale, especially as stated before
that there appear no unmet needs from Milton Keynes Council (MKC), and in the longer term that council are pursuing
growth proposals that will extend Milton Keynes across and beyond the M1 motorway to the East towards Bedford,
which is directly opposite to where WHA001 would have been located. This applaud-able forward thinking within the
emerging Plan:MK, is a much more sustainable and economically viable solution for growth, which will take advantage
of existing and proposed infrastructure as well as excellent leisure and employment opportunities, whilst retaining both
historic and highly valued landscapes and countryside to the west of Milton Keynes available to both districts for future
generations to enjoy. Keeping this small but nevertheless very important green gap between Milton Keynes and
Aylesbury Vale's most northerly rural villages will ultimately prove to be of huge strategic landscape importance to both
districts especially if public access can be improved, along with strengthening the historic woodland structure. This
landscape has long been recognised as the strength of the rural north of Aylesbury Vale, ever since the days it was the
Whaddon Chase hunting grounds of past Kings and Queens. This strategy is completely in line with para 1.7 of this
plan, which states 'At the same time, the NPPF also states that 'the planning system should contribute to and enhance
the natural and local environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of
the historic environment'.

Summary:

WPC have strong views about proposed development adjoining Milton Keynes, which once built can only support that
district's economy, rather than Aylesbury Vale, which should be the fundamental purpose of this plan. This response
seeks to help the Inspector understand the Whaddon village position.
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623

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the inclusion of RAF Halton in the plan. The Council should be doing everything that it can to oppose the
closure of Halton not using it as a convenient dump for housin.

Summary:

I object to the inclusion of RAF Halton in the plan. The Council should be doing everything that it can to oppose the
closure of Halton not using it as a convenient dump for housin.

Change to Plan

Remove references to the Halton site
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857

Support

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the capacity-based approach.
This is better than imposing a mathematically-derived percentage growth on settlements, blind to their constraints. It
allows for a distinction to be made between AONB and AONB-villages. It demonstrates regard to conserving and
enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB; a legal requirement under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way
Act 2000.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the capacity-based approach.
This is better than imposing a mathematically-derived percentage growth on settlements, blind to their constraints. It
allows for a distinction to be made between AONB and AONB-villages. It demonstrates regard to conserving and
enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB; a legal requirement under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way
Act 2000.
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909

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: West Haddenham Landowners [32150]

Agent:

Stina Hokby [32149]

Full Text:

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.

Summary:

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.

Change to Plan

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.
Haddenham was assessed by AVDC (in the GL Hearn Report) as a sustainable location for this New Settlement.
Alongside the Oxford/Cambridge proposals, the proposed new calculation of OAN will result in an increase in housing
numbers both for AVDC and importantly its neighbours on Haddenham's side of the district (e.g. Wycombe).
The West Haddenham Landowners believe that the re-instatement of the New Settlement Policy (D2) would improve
the soundness of the VALP and represent positive planning.
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1142

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: DIO [32332]

Agent:

Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENT

Summary:

Paragraph 1.13 Housing states: "Some new homes are expected to be delivered at RAF Halton once the site closes".
This should be amended to reflect that 'The Council will work with the MOD and other stakeholders to prepare a master
plan/SPD for the site to enable the full residential development potential of the site to be realised'.

Change to Plan

Paragraph 1.13 Housing states: "Some new homes are expected to be delivered at RAF Halton once the site closes".
This should be amended to reflect that 'The Council will work with the MOD and other stakeholders to prepare a master
plan/SPD for the site to enable the full residential development potential of the site to be realised'.
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Legal?
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Byrne, Tim 29946 (DIO) 14.12.2017 JLL Final Reps Letter - AVDC Draft Local Plan DIO_Redacted.pdf
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1197

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Whilst a new settlement is not currently proposed it is clear that a new
settlement near Haddenham would be a far better solution to the housing
need in the south of Aylesbury Vale and unmet need from the districts to the
south.

Change to Plan
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Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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1526

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Bellway Homes [32302]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of Bellway Homes to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan 2017.

Summary:

trajectories associated with the strategic allocations envisaged appear optimistic. This is particularly the case where
there are a number of pre-requisite steps that must take place before an application can be fully planned for, let alone
built out.
The strategy of relying on large allocations creates an associated requirement for significant new infrastructure,
including new highway investments and strategic flood defences. Planning (in a coordinated manner) for such
infrastructure will invariably be time-consuming and be contingent on complex technical studies. However, there is also
marked uncertainty as to how the expense of providing the proposed infrastructure will be met.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

We recommend strongly that our client's sustainable and deliverable site should be allocated for development, in order
that it can make a meaningful early contribution to the housing needs of the District and wider Housing Market We
recommend strongly that our client's sustainable and deliverable site should be allocated for development, in order that
it can make a meaningful early contribution to the housing needs of the District and wider Housing Market Area.Area.
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Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Bellway Homes, 32302 Weston Turville Form.pdf
Bellway Homes, 32302 Land South West of Western Turville Representations Dec 2017.pdf
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Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: September Properties [32277]

Agent:

DLP Planning Limited (Ed Norris) [32278]

Full Text:

Please find attached representation on behalf of our client (September Properties) as part of the Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan: Proposed Submission Consultation

Summary:

For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that the housing strategy and
requirement as set out in Policy S2 is not sound in its current format. The VALP:
PS is not using the most up do date population figures to establish net migration
in Aylesbury and is not preparing for an appropriate level of market uplift. The
HEDNA is treating Aylesbury Vale differently to the rest of the HMA whereas it
should be subject to at least a similar 20% uplift.

Change to Plan

Changes need to be made to the housing provision of the Plan in order to be found sound. Further housing allocations
should be made in sustainable location that are able to accommodate growth. Please see the representation attached
for details.
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Norris, Ed 32278 (SP) BU508.1 - Reg 19 VALP Rep Dec 17 - September Properties FINAL merged.pdf
Norris, Ed 32278 (SP) BU508.1 Land East of Fenny Road Response form for Rep.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2278 - 32287 - 1.13 - ii

2278

Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

We accept that Aylesbury should be the focus for development and do not object to this part of the housing strategy,
albeit the rate at which the town will be able to deliver housing, given the scale of growth and the number of outlets will,
in our view, require careful examination. However, for clarity and consistency, the summary of the housing strategy
should also refer to the other development locations identified in Policy S2: Spatial Strategy for Growth, which includes
the other strategic settlements and land on the edge of Milton Keynes

Change to Plan

We request a minor change to Paragraph 1.13 so that development on the edge of Milton Keynes is specifically
referred to in the housing strategy and to ensure clarity and consistency with Policy S2: Spatial Strategy for Growth.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2278
1. Background

Object
1.13

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
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Object

1. Background

1.13

Respondent: Coda Planning (Mr Adam Murray) [28819]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

above please find attached a representation to the VALP proposed submission making comments on the general
approach to delivering the OAN with specific reference to the settlement of Ickford.

Summary:

Alongside the above discussion, it is further evident that there remains some
doubt as to the accuracy of the overall level of dwellings targeted to be
delivered within Aylesbury Vale over the plan period.

Change to Plan
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Murray Adam 28819 VALP response.pdf
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139

Support

1. Background

1.14

Respondent: Ms Patience Skillings [30614]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Employment land development will increase pressure on highways. The Vale roads are already too crowded.

Summary:

Employment land development will increase pressure on highways. The Vale roads are already too crowded.

Change to Plan

N/A
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180

Object

1. Background

1.14

Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Objection is raised to the fact that land at Buckingham Road, Winslow has not be allocated for an alternative use.
Representations have been submitted through earlier iterations of the Plan explaining that this site should no longer be
protected for employment use and should be allocated for an alternative use. Full comments in respect of this site are
provided in relation to comments made to para 4.139 of this plan

Summary:

Objection is raised to the fact that land at Buckingham Road, Winslow has not be allocated for an alternative use.
Representations have been submitted through earlier iterations of the Plan explaining that this site should no longer be
protected for employment use and should be allocated for an alternative use. Full comments in respect of this site are
provided in relation to comments made to para 4.139 of this plan

Change to Plan

Land at Buckingham Road, Winslow should be allocated for alternative use
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1. Background
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Respondent: Stewkley Parish Council (Dr Gill Morgan) [31977]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Stewkley Parish Council welcomes the new employment in the Vale as this secures jobs for local people. However
SPC notes that AVDC is also absorbing unmet employment land from our neighbouring councils, which will increase
commuting traffic on AVDC roads. SPC request that sites identified for employment are located along the major trunk
roads and main road networks to protect the rural village roads, and to reduce the impact of inward commuting on local
roads and services.

Summary:

Stewkley Parish Council welcomes the new employment in the Vale as this secures jobs for local people. However
SPC notes that AVDC is also absorbing unmet employment land from our neighbouring councils, which will increase
commuting traffic on AVDC roads. SPC request that sites identified for employment are located along the major trunk
roads and main road networks to protect the rural village roads, and to reduce the impact of inward commuting on local
roads and services.
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Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:
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Full Text:

It is not clear whether the 27ha. identified employment land needs meets the OAN of 19,400 dwellings and whether it
remains sufficient to meet the additional unmet needs. It is also not clear where the capacity of "over 100ha." is located

Summary:

It is not clear whether the 27ha. identified employment land needs meets the OAN of 19,400 dwellings and whether it
remains sufficient to meet the additional unmet needs. It is also not clear where the capacity of "over 100ha." is located
Officer Note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism
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Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whist I think that the Council is right to continue with the technical oversupply of employment land to meet shortages
elsewhere, I oppose the re-allocation of any of the Gateway site to housing. This is a coherent employment area as is
and should not be reduced

Summary:

Whist I think that the Council is right to continue with the technical oversupply of employment land to meet shortages
elsewhere, I oppose the re-allocation of any of the Gateway site to housing. This is a coherent employment area as is
and should not be reduced

Change to Plan

Retain all the Gateway site as employment
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1.14

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It is acknowledged that S1 does include site allocations within neighbourhood plans, in addition E2 is now worded to
include "appropriate" allocations within neighbourhood development plans and thus may in fact be seen to be within the
Local Plan now.

Summary:

It is acknowledged that S1 does include site allocations within neighbourhood plans, in addition E2 is now worded to
include "appropriate" allocations within neighbourhood development plans and thus may in fact be seen to be within the
Local Plan now.
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1. Background

1.14

Respondent: Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited [32283]

Agent:

Full Text:

GL Hearn (Mr David Maxwell) [29613]

On behalf of our client, Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited, please see attached representations duly made towards the
Reg. 19 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
Full text where it has been summarised:
Para 1.14
Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of the policy approach of new employment need being met by new allocations to
meet forecast need. However, it is apparent that Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs.
The Council is failing to provied an effective planning policy framework by retaining areas of previous employment land
at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate which are no longer suitable, viable or deliverable for
employment purposes. The Gatehouse Industrial Estate has already been subject to incremental and
piecemeal redevelopment for alternative land uses, notably for residential at Brook Mews, and residential
being brought forward at Alton House. The character and form of development at the Gatehouse Industrial
Estate has already chaged such that land between Alton House and Brook Mews should be released for
residential and mixed use development.
The Council's approach in retaining the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate as a key employment site
is inconsistent with the NPPF paragraph 22 which seeks to prevent the long term retention of employment land where
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for that purpose. In these circumstances Planning Auithorities
should review the potential for allocation the land for alternative land uses, including for residential.
The Council's evidence base relating to the Gatehouse Industrial Estate is out-of-date and should be reviewed to take
account of existing and permitted residential development locally.
Para 3.78-3.80
Paragraph 3.80 of the VALP emphasises the considerable difficulty of potential large scale allocations being
brought forward speedily to meet immediate and short term (5 year) housing land supply requirements. Whilst
large scale urban extensions or a new settlement would prove a strong solution to medium and longer term
housing delivery, it is clear that a step change is required to increase the short term supply and delivery.
Aviva remain concerned that existing employment sites, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at
Gatehouse Close, Aylesbury, have not been adequately assessed to consider the potential for existing
employment land to be releasd in the shorter term to realise and deliver much needed new housing.
Specifically, further consideration must be given to the current and future difficulties associated with HELAA
site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse Close being successful or viable for employment purposes. HELAA
site AYL078 would be able to deliver approximately 300 dwellings, reducing the need for release of
greenfield land for a similar quantum of housing.
Table 9 and para 6.6:
Aviva object to the HELAA site ref. AYL078 forming part of the key employment site known as the Gatehouse
Industrial Area. Whilst HELAA site ref. AYL0788 is currently in partial use, the only realistic long term use of the
site is for residential development. There is very limited demand for the existing types of units on the site, and the
site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles means that the re-use or redevelopment
for employment is not viable. Although the site presently has some very short term tenants the only realistic long
term use of the site would be residential development.
In addition, it is submitted that paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 are overly protective of employment land, paricularly of
employment land such as that at HELAA site AYL078 which is clearly suitable for alternative more appropriate
land uses. Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that:
"Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose"...and..."land allocations should be regularly reviewed".
The NPPF goes on to say in the same paragraph that "where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities".
The NPPF also state that: "To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively
to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century".
It is submitted that AVDC should continue to release some greenfield land sites for mixed use development that
consists of residential and employment space. The strategic greenfield sites would allow for the employment sites
to be located in areas that are accessible and sustainable and allow the facilitation of the of the growth of the
Aylesbury Vale economy. Research and development, manufacturing and distribution have all traditionally been
located on the edge of settlements as they benefit from better connectivity.
Given the committed investment projects of East West Rail and HS2 and the larger strategic housing sites, it is
likely that Aylesbury will benefit from improved connectivity by 2033. This therefore means that previously
allocated land for employment that was once 'out of town' (such as land at HELAA site ref. AYL 078 Gatehouse
Industrial Estate) will be situated in an urban hinterland due to settlement expansion, rendering the employment
sites surplus to modern day requirements.
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1. Background

1.14

In the case of HELAA site ref. AYL078 it is submitted by Aviva that there is very limited demand for the type of
units on the site, and the site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles, means that re-use or
redevelopment is not viable as a continuation of 'B' uses.
In conclusion, it is submitted that either the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should no longer be identified as a key
employment site, or alternatively the HELAA site ref. AYL078 should be excluded from identification in the Local
Plan proposals map as no longer forming part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate as a key employment site.
S2 and table 1:
Policy S2 is supported in terms of identifying an approach to delivery of land for housing and employment growth
and development, including to meet some of the needs of adjoining highly constrained districts including
Wycombe and Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Nevertheless, the approach of releasing large greenfield sites for residential development to meet the needs of
Aylesbury and adjoining authorities is not justified, effective or consistent with National Policy where there is
significant previously developed land available that can deliver new homes at sustainable locations.
Aylesbury District is seeking to retain historic/ existing employment land for employment purposes where there is
no realistic or viable prospect of the land contributing towards employment development throughout the Plan
period.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should be reviewed in light of current and permitted residential
developments at Brook Mews and Alton House and in light of the long term and persistent vacancies and
poor take up of employment land and premises.
Aylesbury Vale has not recently reviewed the ability for the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate to contrbute
towards employment development, and it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF land
east of the residential scheme at Alton House should be allocated for an alternative and more suitable land use
i.e. a logical and sustainable form of residential linking Alton House, with Brook Mews.
S7:
Poliy S7 is supported by Aviva. Policy S7 appropriately expects efficient and effective use of land and
encourages reuse of previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations. Nevertheless, Policy S7
should be strengthened to confirm that Aylesbury Vale will encourage efficient and effective use of land, in
sustainable locations and subject to specific site considerations, ahead of release of greenfield or Green Belt
land.
Policy S7 should also be strengthened to set out how Aylesbury Vale intends to apply the emerging
requirements from the government for Council's to prepare brownfield land registers.
Paragraph 3.67 only makes reference to the emerging brownfield land register initiative. Aviva submit that
Aylesbury Vale should set out within paragrph 3.81 and policy S7 strong support for the principles of
brownfield land. Indeed, it is recommended that Aylesbury Vale should provide confirmation that a brownfield
land register will be prepared by the Council, to be informed by detailed and fresh assessment of suitable,
available and deliverable previosuly developed land, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse
Close, Aylesbury.
Policy maps for Aylesbury:
Aviva object to the potential housing allocations VALP policy map inset for Aylesbury, as the map fails to identify
HELAA site ref. AYL078, land at Gatehouse Close as a potential housing allocation. HELAA site ref. AYL078
is located immediately adjacent to, and shares its eastern boundary with the now completed residential
development at Brook Mews, as well as its western boundary with the permitted residenital development at
Alton House. HELAA site ref. AYL078 also shares the same credentials as a highly sustainable location for
residential development, being within walking distance of Aylesbury town centre and railway station, as well as
the range and mix of commnity facilites and servies within and around the town centre.
Summary:

Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of new employment need being met by new
allocations to meet forecast need however Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs, specifically in Gatehouse Industrial Estate. This has
been subject to incremental and piecemeal redevelopment, notably Brook Mews and Alton House. The land between
these should be released for residential and mixed use. Retaining this as a key employment site is inconsistent with
NPPF para 22. The councils evidence is out of date and should take account of residential developments.

Change to Plan

Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate between the residential schemes at Alton House and Brook Mews should be
reviewed in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF and released for the alternative use as residential forming a
logical and sustainable extension of the existing residential in the locality.
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 3.78_3.80 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 4.170 to 4.173 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 6.5 and 6.6 and Table 9 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Proposals Map Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 1.14 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Policy S7 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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1. Background

1.14

Respondent: Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (Ms
Shereen Ansari) [32224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations regarding the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, made on behalf of both Chiltern
District Council and South Bucks District Council.
Please note that this representation is provided on the basis of the agreed Memorandum of Understanding between our
Councils, currently awaiting signing by our respective portfolio holders.

Summary:

Our Councils welcome the approach to employment land as set out in the Draft VALP. Paragraph 1.14 , and Policy S2
(Spatial Strategy for Growth) recognise that surplus employment land in Aylesbury Vale will play a crucial role in
helping to make up for the shortfall in neighbouring authorities within the wider FEMA. The Draft VALP seeks the
safeguarding of suitable key employment sites, and supports employment development in sustainable locations. This
approach provides flexibility for changes/uncertainties in future economic growth both within Aylesbury Vale and within
the wider economic area.
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1. Background

1.14

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1.14

The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
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Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Paragraph 1.14 is headed "Employment" and paragraph 1.40 is headed
"Economy and employment". With this section figures are used from 2015
and 2016. More current figures ought to have been available at the time of
the production of the submission draft plan.
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Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Given the disparity between the populations of Aylesbury and Buckingham, it is totally unclear as to what proportion of
additional "comparison floorspace" is considered appropriate for Buckingham - if any. We believe that the pattern of
today's shopping has not been taken into account. On line shopping generates home and local delivery, increasing the
amount of traffic on already crowded roads while at the same time reducing the need for comparison shopping at
smaller settlements, which have access to existing very large centres located at Aylesbury, Bicester, Oxford and Milton
Keynes - centres with which they could not compete

Summary:

VALP is not clear on whether it expects smaller settlements to deliver comparison shopping - in our view, any additional
comparison shopping should not be allocated to towns (strategic or otherwise) outside those existing.

Change to Plan

Be clearer about smaller settlements (including 'strategic') not being suitable for comparison shopping
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Object

1. Background

1.15

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object

1. Background

1.15

due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Object
1.15

Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1. Background

Summary:

1.15

The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
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Object

1. Background

1.16

Respondent: Penny Miles [28615]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I do not believe that sufficient changes are proposed to existing roads infrastructure to meet the extra capacity that all
the new housing will bring. The proposals do not fully take into account how overstretched the roads in Aylesbury Vale
already are with daily traffic queues in many areas at best and not infrequent gridlock at worst - this is a serious issue
endured by residents on a daily basis that needs to be addressed by the plane

Summary:

I do not believe that sufficient changes are proposed to existing roads infrastructure to meet the extra capacity that all
the new housing will bring. The proposals do not fully take into account how overstretched the roads in Aylesbury Vale
already are with daily traffic queues in many areas at best and not infrequent gridlock at worst - this is a serious issue
endured by residents on a daily basis that needs to be addressed by the plane

Change to Plan

more provision to ensure traffic can move around Aylesbury Vale
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1. Background

1.16

Respondent: Ms Alison Watt [28629]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Transport section (7.1) starts "An important policy tool to achieve this is a people-orientated transport hierarchy
i.e. prioritising walking and providing access for people with mobility impairment, cycling, public transport, cars (for
occupiers on site and visitors), powered twowheelers,and commercial vehicles. " Yet, there is no recognition of this in
the background to the provision of infrastructure - no mention of footpaths and cycle ways; in fact what comes first and
so given most salience are "new roads". For the hierarchy to be sound it needs to permeate the VALP, not just the
section on Transport.

Summary:

The Transport section (7.1) starts "An important policy tool to achieve this is a people-orientated transport hierarchy
i.e. prioritising walking and providing access for people with mobility impairment, cycling, public transport, cars (for
occupiers on site and visitors), powered twowheelers,and commercial vehicles. " Yet, there is no recognition of this in
the background to the provision of infrastructure - no mention of footpaths and cycle ways; in fact what comes first and
so given most salience are "new roads". For the hierarchy to be sound it needs to permeate the VALP, not just the
section on Transport.

Change to Plan

This section should be amended to recognise the policy of a people-orientated transport hierarchy.
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1. Background

1.16

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Fast reliable Broadband must be specifically included as part of essential infrastructure provision

Summary:

Fast reliable Broadband must be specifically included as part of essential infrastructure provision

Change to Plan
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1. Background

1.16

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

1.16 /1.17 Infrastructure. Present growth levels are already giving rise to significant local problems, especially from
Milton Keynes immediately to the North of the AVDC district.
WPC believe there exists only limited opportunity
for housing growth in the rural north of AVDC without exacerbating the current problems, or damaging :- existing
conservation and heritage principles; the ever worsening problems of increased traffic; issues surrounding 'on street
parking'; heavy goods vehicles on unsuitable roads; pressure on primary school places; water supply and sewage
capacity systems, etc. WPC note the VALP comment that "provision of infrastructure to support new housing is
essential" and "growth will be accompanied by the delivery of infrastructure, services, and facilities in the right places at
the right time". These statements are crucial, and public confidence and support will only be achieved if these principles
are fully and comprehensively adhered to. Government policies for housing growth and proposals for the East/West rail
link and the Oxford/ Canmbridge Expressway will put intense development pressure on town and rural communities
alike. Greatly Improved infrastructure and services will be required in rural areas especially, as they have tended to be
ignored for too long.

Summary:

These comments are intended to impress how important the provision of adequate and required infrastructure are, and
how the North of the district is currently insufficiently served to take the amount of housing development being
proposed.
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1. Background

1.16

Respondent: Drayton Parslow Parish Council (Parish Clerk)
[31597]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Sewerage issues must be considered even at smaller villages allocations. The impact is just as serious in a smaller
community where adequate provisions are overlooked.

Summary:

Sewerage issues must be considered even at smaller villages allocations. The impact is just as serious in a smaller
community where adequate provisions are overlooked.
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1. Background

1.16

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

We are pleased to note the continuing support offered to the Grand Union Canal and the arms throughout the
document. The District Council clearly understand the benefit that the waterways bring to the town in helping to deliver
a range of policy topics and themes, particularly as the Aylesbury arm runs through the heart of the newly designated
Garden Town.
Waterways are multi-functional assets providing multiple economic, social and environmental benefits. In addition to
being a form of green and blue infrastructure, important for leisure, recreation and tourism uses, they can provide local
and strategic sustainable transport routes. waterways are increasingly being used in association with new technologies,
contributing to the creation of 'Information Superhighways' and a potential source for thermal energy generation and
cooling. They can act as catalysts for regeneration and a focus for development, are vital for many local small or
medium sized enterprises (SMEs) while also supporting and adding value to larger companies. They form a valuable
part of the district's visitor and green economies - engaging the local community and visitors alike and laying the
foundations for future health, well-being and prosperity.
A supportive planning policy framework from national to neighbourhood level, can assist in unlocking the potential
contribution and value of waterways to economic, social and environmental wellbeing, along with protecting these
valuable assets for the benefit of current and future generations. It is therefore vitally important that planning policy
recognises the multi-functional nature of waterways and the contribution they can make to wider economic,
environmental and social objectives such as public health, renewable energy and sustainable development,
strengthening resilience and creating conditions suitable for growth as well as their cross-boundary nature.
Our guide to waterways and the National Planning Policy Framework (coming soon) demonstrates the breadth of policy
topics that waterways cover and the council will be provided with a copy in due course.

Summary:

The Canal & River Trust wish to highlight the range of benefits that the canal can bring to the town.
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1. Background

1.16

Respondent: Mr Stuart Twigg [29069]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

No mention of the massive strain placed on Stoke Mandeville Hospital.

Summary:

No mention of the massive strain placed on Stoke Mandeville Hospital.

Change to Plan

The hospital site needs to have provision for the greater increase in population, the increase in traffic caused by the
new roads and HS2, disaster management caused by an unplanned accident on HS2.
We are aware that the nhs have made no comment.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1360 - 30438 - 1.16 - None

1360

Support

1. Background

1.16

Respondent: Pitstone Parish Council (Laurie Eagling) [30438]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

PART B
1. Settlement Hierarchy and Development
The parish council would like to thank AVDC for now respecting made Neighbourhood Plans, and for amending their
method of calculation for residential development in the villages to a fairer approach.
2. Infrastructure
The parish council would like to stress the importance of joint working with Bucks County Council and Herts County
Councils (there is also significant residential growth planned for Tring, the residents arising from this will also need to
access Aylesbury) to ensure the necessary supporting infrastructure is developed alongside residential development.
In particular, a link road/ring road to improve access to Aylesbury will be very important as residents from the Pitstone
area suffer long delays at certain times of day making access to Aylesbury for work/education/schooling/leisure very
difficult and time consuming. This infrastructure should be planned alongside the residential developments to ensure
that land that may be required for roads isn't utilising for housing before the highway plans are finalised.
3. Infrastructure / Sustainable Transport
It can be presumed that the increased residential development in the Pitstone region of the county will lead to an
increased demand for commuter services from Tring railway station. At present there is no sustainable transport
access from Bucks to this station in Herts, there is no bus service to the station nor foot/cycle path. The car parking
provision at the station is limited, causing nuisance overflow parking in the immediate area or Bucks residents to travel
further afield to try and access rail services eg Berkhamstead or Leighton Buzzard. The parish council would urge
AVDC to work with Dacorum/Herts Councils to seek solutions to this problem to ensure that residential development is
sustainable and that residents are not disadvantaged due to our close location to a county boundary.
Yours
Laurie Eagling

Summary:

2. Infrastructure
The parish council would like to stress the importance of joint working with Bucks County Council and Herts County
Councils (there is also significant residential growth planned for Tring, the residents arising from this will also need to
access Aylesbury) to ensure the necessary supporting infrastructure is developed alongside residential development.
In particular, a link road/ring road to improve access to Aylesbury will be very important as residents from the Pitstone
area suffer long delays at certain times of day making access to Aylesbury for work/education/schooling/leisure very
difficult and time consuming. This infrastructure should be planned alongside the residential developments to ensure
that land that may be required for roads isn't utilising for housing before the highway plans are finalised.
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N/A
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1.16

Respondent: Pitstone Parish Council (Laurie Eagling) [30438]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

PART B
1. Settlement Hierarchy and Development
The parish council would like to thank AVDC for now respecting made Neighbourhood Plans, and for amending their
method of calculation for residential development in the villages to a fairer approach.
2. Infrastructure
The parish council would like to stress the importance of joint working with Bucks County Council and Herts County
Councils (there is also significant residential growth planned for Tring, the residents arising from this will also need to
access Aylesbury) to ensure the necessary supporting infrastructure is developed alongside residential development.
In particular, a link road/ring road to improve access to Aylesbury will be very important as residents from the Pitstone
area suffer long delays at certain times of day making access to Aylesbury for work/education/schooling/leisure very
difficult and time consuming. This infrastructure should be planned alongside the residential developments to ensure
that land that may be required for roads isn't utilising for housing before the highway plans are finalised.
3. Infrastructure / Sustainable Transport
It can be presumed that the increased residential development in the Pitstone region of the county will lead to an
increased demand for commuter services from Tring railway station. At present there is no sustainable transport
access from Bucks to this station in Herts, there is no bus service to the station nor foot/cycle path. The car parking
provision at the station is limited, causing nuisance overflow parking in the immediate area or Bucks residents to travel
further afield to try and access rail services eg Berkhamstead or Leighton Buzzard. The parish council would urge
AVDC to work with Dacorum/Herts Councils to seek solutions to this problem to ensure that residential development is
sustainable and that residents are not disadvantaged due to our close location to a county boundary.
Yours
Laurie Eagling

Summary:

It can be presumed that the increased residential development in the Pitstone region of the county will lead to an
increased demand for commuter services from Tring railway station. At present there is no sustainable transport
access from Bucks to this station in Herts, there is no bus service to the station nor foot/cycle path. The car parking
provision at the station is limited, causing nuisance overflow parking. The parish council would urge AVDC to work with
Dacorum/Herts Councils to seek solutions to this problem to ensure that residential development is sustainable and
residents are not disadvantaged .
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1. Background

1.16

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Parish Council (Mr. Tony
Skeggs) [31618]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached comments on the VALP from Stoke Mandeville Parish Council.
There are 3 separate documents that are being submitted.

Summary:

The Council believes that for economic and housing growth to be truly sustainable it must be
supported by the delivery of timely and appropriate infrastructure. It recognises that the submission
draft of VALP includes an infrastructure plan but would welcome greater understanding of how the
assessment was undertaken and the plan developed.
The submission plan also fails to make clear how AVDC plans to deal with developer contributions
and Community Infrastructure Levy proposals.
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1. Background

1.17

Respondent: MR GARY SKINNER [31860]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It's one thing to improve rail connections... but it seems the day to day practicality of existing railway stations has been
overlooked. If the aim is to get cars off the road and people on to trains then simply look at the car parking availability
at Stoke Mandeville and Tring railway stations. They are already at capacity during a 'normal' working week.
With the number of homes being built, there should be an expectation that a number of the residents will want to
commute by rail on the necessary train line. Getting across the local area to the various stations is already time
consuming, but when you get there, parking is very limited and frustrations already very high.

Summary:

The rail connections may already exist or be planned for, but the practicalities of reaching these railway stations or
even parking at them is getting increasingly dissuasive for commuters to travel by train.

Change to Plan

Expand and update current railway stations in the local area, with particular emphasis on easing access, expanding car
parking and encouraging local Aylesbury Vale residents to take the train.
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1.17

Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

1) The need for circulation around Aylesbury (the orbital strategy) has not been properly assessed.
2) E-W Rail and the Expressway offer a unique set of opportunities, well within the timeframe of this Plan. AVDC's aim
and thinking should be about proactively grasping and exploiting these, not on reactive mitigation.

Summary:

1) The need for circulation around Aylesbury (the orbital strategy) has not been properly assessed.
2) E-W Rail and the Expressway offer a unique set of opportunities, well within the timeframe of this Plan. AVDC's aim
and thinking should be about proactively grasping and exploiting these, not on reactive mitigation.

Change to Plan

1) Get the traffic modelled properly to provide evidence for a refreshed transport strategy.
2) Change the mindset to proactive development on the E-W rail / Expressway corridor instead of reactive mitigation.
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Legal?
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Yes
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405

Object

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: Stewkley Parish Council (Dr Gill Morgan) [31977]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Present growth is already creating significant local problems, giving rise to a contradiction between housing growth and
conservation and local heritage principles, increased traffic and on street parking, heavy goods vehicles on unsuitable
roads, pressure on primary school places and a sewerage system near capacity. Improved infrastructure and services
are required in the rural areas such as our own as well as in the designated growth areas. Our infrastructure will be
severely stressed when the Oxford/Cambridge Expressway and the East/West rail links are completed.

Summary:

Present growth is already creating significant local problems, giving rise to a contradiction between housing growth and
conservation and local heritage principles, increased traffic and on street parking, heavy goods vehicles on unsuitable
roads, pressure on primary school places and a sewerage system near capacity. Improved infrastructure and services
are required in the rural areas such as our own as well as in the designated growth areas. Our infrastructure will be
severely stressed when the Oxford/Cambridge Expressway and the East/West rail links are completed.

Change to Plan

Consideration needs to be given to the infrastructure that supports the new housing and new transport links.
Focussing on the areas in isolation and ignoring the rural links will do the Vale a disservice.
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Legal?
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638

Support

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: Drayton Parslow Parish Council (Parish Clerk)
[31597]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The number of houses proposed for Aylesbury Vale is unsustainable without major transport infrastructure
improvements. Developers appear to deliberately under-estimate the amount of traffic that will be generated and its
effect on communities and surrounding areas. This needs to be more clearly defined setting out specific requirements.

Summary:

The number of houses proposed for Aylesbury Vale is unsustainable without major transport infrastructure
improvements. Developers appear to deliberately under-estimate the amount of traffic that will be generated and its
effect on communities and surrounding areas. This needs to be more clearly defined setting out specific requirements.

Change to Plan

N/A
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932

Object

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: Mr Stuart Twigg [29069]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The strategy is I'll conceived and induced traffic demand rather than reduced it.

Summary:

The strategy is I'll conceived and induced traffic demand rather than reduced it.

Change to Plan

The "planned" traffic network around Aylesbury is poorly thought out. Existing planning applications do not take in to
account the traffics produced and induced by neighbouring applications.
A good example of poor planning is the Stoke Mandeville Bypass which would cause excessive strain on Aylesbury
Gyratory. To remedy this, bcc submit a plan to link that bypass to the Wendover Road. The traffic that would have
caused chaos at the Stoke Road end of the gyratory is now diverted by the Wendover Road to cause chaos at the
gyratory. Add in the additional traffic from the Woodlands Roundabout via the Hampden Fields link road and the chaos
becomes more chaotic. Naturally, the traffic counts can't predict this, as the traffic model is only applied to the local
developments not the network as a whole.
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1052

Object

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: High Speed 2 Limited (HS2 Ltd) () [31578]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd on the above matter, we have the following comments and observations to make on
the document.
High level references are made to HS2 Act and formal Safeguarding Directions applying to the district and as such
there are no immediate concerns in 'soundness' terms from a safeguarding planning perspective.
On a more detailed level it is noted that policies related to Garden town delivery and the land South west of Aylesbury
feature in the Strategic vision and there is also a reference to; 'work on cycle route design and how it interacts with
HS2 will be completed to maximise the benefits and connectivity between communities and the countryside.' In each of
those cases the local authority will be aware that discussions between HS2 Ltd and relevant parties are ongoing
through the statutory referral process for the planning application and/or Environmental Statement Scoping Reports
respectively and safeguarding objectives will need to be protected in each case.
Other observations are as follows:
* P.16 para 1.17 - It is the HS2 Act that will require HS2 to be suitably mitigated, rather than the Local Plan.
* P27 refers to working with partners to deliver broadband/telecoms along the HS2 route. It should be noted that the
Department for Transport led on this matter, as the recommendation was essentially aimed at Government, rather than
HS2 per se. The Government response to the House of Commons Select Committee final report - see:
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/hs2/Report/dft-response-hs2-select-committee-march2016.pdf - responded to the recommendation in paragraph 113, and essentially said that DfT would work with DCMS on
the issue.
* 7.14 "Work on cycle route design and how it interacts with the HS2 will be completed to maximise benefits and
connectivity between communities and the countryside". This statement would be more accurate by referring to route
wide cycle commitments that the Promoter/HS2 Nominated Undertaker have made through formal Undertakings and
Assurances to the Cycling Touring Club of Great Britain.
* P.78 points i-o this list of requirements is relatively standard, but onerous for any developer to comply with in practice.
If any developer were to implement all of this they should only need to engage with HS2 Ltd with regard to our current
design for infrastructure and mitigation to ensure it is appropriately incorporated and accounted for in their masterplan,
particularly if they want to change any of the proposed mitigation.
* Policy T2 on P.205 looks reasonable, except for its expectation that HS2 will "preserve sites of archaeological or
historic interest". Arguably this is an academic point in light of the HS2 Act.
* P.276 - Glossary - having achieved Royal Assent for Phase One of the railway in February 2017, awarding our main
works civils contracts, depositing the hybrid Bill for Phase 2a and announcing the route for Phase 2b it should be
recognised that High Speed 2 is going ahead.
* From checking the Environmental Statement, the only correction (Box 6.4) would be that HS2 works have
commenced in 2017 (rather than expected to commence).
If there are any queries in relation to the points made in this response do not hesitate to contact me.

Summary:

It is the HS2 Act that will require HS2 to be suitably mitigated, rather than the Local Plan.

Change to Plan

Revise text
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2211

Object

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

There are 3 proposed routes across the Vale for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway but a decision as to which will
be the final agreed route is not expected for a further 18 months. Regardless of the option chosen it is clear that the
government intends that this road will be delivered. It is surprising therefore VALP does not address the obvious issue
of restricting development along these potential routes in the interim.

Change to Plan

7.5 Proposed Modification
7.5i VALP needs to include more robust statements of ways in which the infrastructure required to accommodate such
significant growth will be robustly identified and then to ensure this essential infrastructure is delivered.
7.5ii Ox-Cambs Expressway. VALP needs to be modified to protect land, potentially required for the Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway, from any form of development until the decision on the final route has been taken.
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2279

Object

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

The potential relationship between East West Rail and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway with Milton Keynes should
be acknowledged in Paragraph 1.17. As set out in our representations, these transport infrastructure projects provide
an opportunity to direct development to land to the South West of Milton Keynes; both the proposed allocation at Policy
D-NLV001 and our request for an additional strategic allocation at Site Ref. NLV020.

Change to Plan

We request that the potential relationship between East West Rail and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway with
development at the edge of Milton Keynes is acknowledged in Paragraph 1.17.
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Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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1. Background

Object
1.17

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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2559

Object

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Parish Council (Mr. Tony
Skeggs) [31618]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached comments on the VALP from Stoke Mandeville Parish Council.
There are 3 separate documents that are being submitted.

Summary:

SMPC cannot see what significant changes the District council has made to VALP following Royal
Assent for Phase 1 of HS2 (between London and Birmingham).
SMPC looks forward to working with AVDC to shape the proposed green infrastructure network,
especially plans for a linear park adjacent to HS2 in Hawkslade. It does, however, continue to
question how a corridor approximately 180m wide can accommodate housing, a linear park, a
distributor road and most importantly, better visual mitigation for existing homes from HS2.

Change to Plan
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2723

Object

1. Background

1.17

Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

In light of the increasing demand for housing within the Oxford-Cambridge corridor supported in the Autumn 2017
Budget, we consider that the VALP is not robust enough to support national infrastructure objectives. The implications
of such commitments have not been considered adequately within the VALP and we consider that the plan needs to be
more longsighted, considering the cumulative impacts of the infrastructure commitments at adoption stage rather than
a piecemeal approach. The VALP should include a detailed policy and strategic objective on how they are going to
commit to budget spending and contribute towards achieving 1,000,000 homes by 2050.

Change to Plan

The VALP should include a detailed policy and strategic objective on how they are going to commit to budget spending
and contribute towards achieving 1,000,000 homes by 2050.
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181

Object

1. Background

1.18

Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Consideration has been given to a number of these background documents that form the evidence base to the Local
Plan. Objection is raised to the fact that some of these documents contradict each other. In particular, the HELAA
suggests that Site ref GAW002 Land east of Buckingham Road is not now suitable for development. This is despite it
being identified in earlier iterations of the HELAA as a suitable residential site. The latest version of the HELAA
suggests that the site is an important gateway into the village and development would likely have an adverse landscape
visual impact and an adverse impact on settlement pattern. This contradicts the Strategic Landscape and Visual
Capacity Study that also forms evidence base for the Local Plan. Within this document the site has been assessed in
landscape and visual terms and it is concluded that there is potential to develop 60% of it continuing the existing
settlement edge.

Summary:

Consideration has been given to a number of these background documents that form the evidence base to the Local
Plan. Objection is raised to the fact that some of these documents contradict each other

Change to Plan

The HELAA should be amended to identify site ref GAW002 Land east of Buckingham Road as a suitable residential
site. This would then accord with previous iterations of the HELAA as well as the latest Strategic Landscape and
Visual Capacity Study
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1041

Object

1. Background

1.18

Respondent: Minton Health Care (Buckingham) Ltd [32421]

Agent:

Alder King (Portia Banwell) [29756]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Drawing the above points together, it is considered that an accurate picture of the needs of the institutional
population has not being addressed by the HEDNA. At the very least, this figure should stand at 1,670
individuals, although in reality this is likely to be higher. The implications of this shortfall are considered
below.

Change to Plan
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2074

Object

1. Background

1.18

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

no reference to any historic environment evidence in this paragraph or on the Council's supporting evidence webpage,
nor is there a Historic Environment Topic Study.
We expect up-to-date and relevant historic environment evidence base and to demonstrate in the Local Plan how that
historic evidence base has informed and influenced the Plan's policies and site allocations. However, with no
references to any of existing historic environment evidence we cannot be sure that this is the case and therefore have
to consider the Plan not to be sound for its apparent failure to be consistent with paragraph 169 of the NPPF.

Change to Plan
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2341

Object

1. Background

1.18

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (January 2017)
Section ID:3 of the Planning Practice Guidance sets out the methodology for preparing a HELAA. Chapter 2 in the
Central Buckinghamshire HELAA Methodology (May 2015) and Chapter 4 of the Aylesbury Vale HELAA (January 2017)
set out the methodology used to prepare the HELAA. This broadly complies with the guidance contained in the PPG.
representation relates to: NLV001 (SWMK Phase 1) & NLV020 (SWMK Phase 2)
(Landscape and Visual Technical Note and masterplan attached)

Change to Plan

NLV001 (SWMK Phase 1)
* NLV001 (SWMK Phase 1): The assessment is provided at pg.249 to 250 in Aylesbury Vale HELAA Jan 2017 pt4 HO. The Consortium agrees with the overall findings. However, the following commentary should be amended or deleted:
o To correct the site capacity to 1,855 dwellings;
o The site is subject to a resolution to grant planning permission and the scheme is acknowledged to be satisfactory in
terms of landscape and visual impact. Commentary relating to this and land beyond the site boundaries should be
deleted.
NLV020 (SWMK Phase 2)
* NLV020 (SWMK Phase 2): The assessment is provided at pg.250 to 251 in Aylesbury Vale HELAA Jan 2017 pt4 HO. The site is assessed as unsuitable on the basis that 'the site is exposed to views and separated from surrounding
settlements' the assessment also indicates that a precautionary approach has been taken in that a small part of the
site falls in FZ3.
* However, the assessment has been undertaken without due regard to the decision to allocate (and the resolution to
grant planning permission) of the SWMK Phase 1 site (NLV001) that abuts Whaddon Road immediately to the east of
NLV020:
o The site has been subject to a Landscape and Visual Appraisal (see accompanying Briefing Note prepared by CSA
reference CSa/3365/03a) its findings are broadly consistent with the Strategic Landscape and Visual Capacity Study
undertaken by AVDC which identified that approximately 80 percent of the Site was capable of accommodating
development in landscape and visual terms.
o A plan illustrating Environment Agency FZ mapping of the site is also enclosed. Whilst it is acknowledged that
detailed modelling will need to be undertaken, the site is relatively unconstrained in this regard.
* A Concept Masterplan (CSA drawing reference CSA/3365/112 Rev B) drawing accompanies this representation and
demonstrates how the site may accommodate development as follows:
o Residential 31.26 Ha - 1,095 dwellings (including affordable)
o Care Village 1.66 Ha

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2341

Object

1. Background

1.18

o Employment 0.51 Ha
o Schools 9 Ha
o Neighbourhood Centre 0.7 Ha (plus an additional 30 dwellings)
o Community Centre 0.5 Ha
o Allotments 1.0 Ha
o Cemetery 1.2 Ha
o Green Infrastructure 50.01 Ha
* In conclusion we consider that the site is suitable for development. It is in the control of the SWMK Phase 1
Consortium and is also deliverable.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

1. Background

1.19

Respondent: GRE Assets [32260]

Agent:

Full Text:

Lichfields (Mr. Myles Smith) [32261]

On behalf of our client, GRE Assets please find below their representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, available for comment until the 14th December 2017. The
representations have been prepared by Lichfields.
The representations take the form of a report which encompasses our clients response to specific policies contained
within the plan, and includes the requisite forms.

Summary:

The assessment and reasonable alternatives set out in the SA Technical Annex for Aston Clinton in support of the SA ,
is underpinned by a point in time assessment of need s, does not consider how population and new development within
the district (including the provision of new schools) may affect the District needs and provision, and does not consider
a smaller scale growth alternative for Aston Clinton. As such, the VALPs proposed spatial strategy, set out in Policy S2
has not been informed by robust evidence or an objective view on the reasonable alternatives, and is therefore not
justified.

Change to Plan

The housing requirement should be increased to 26,000 dwellings or 34,000 when including unmet need.
The Council should undertake an assessment of a third scenario for Aston Clinton as a reasonable alternative in the
SA.
The trajectory, set out in the HLSSD, should reflect realistic assumptions on the lead-in times and build out rates for
strategic level allocations.
On the basis of the significant uplift in housing need, additional sites will be required.
The Plan should be modified to include Land north of Aylesbury Road/South of the A41 as an allocation for
development.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Smith, Myles, 32261, GRE Assets 13221 GRE Assets Aylesbury Vale VALP Representations Final Version 1412-17.PDF
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Object

1. Background

1.19

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

The SA should reassess NLV001 in combination with NLV020 with specific reference to the planning application for
SWMK Phase 1 and the emerging evidence base reports for SWMK Phase 2 that accompany the Consortium's
representations.

Change to Plan

See above.
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Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2651 - 32265 - 1.19 - ii

2651

Object

1. Background

1.19

Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

It is questioned whether any 'further detailed work' was undertaken in order to consider the options associated with a
greater dispersal of growth; options which would be supported by policy set out in the NPPF and thus should have been
considered 'reasonable alternatives' warranting further examination. Whilst it is stated that a dispersed growth strategy
will be considered in further detail for potential to be a 'reasonable alternative', it appears that this further analysis was
not undertaken and consideration was not given to the strategic context of enabling development at smaller villages to
facilitate and enhance sustainable communities.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.

Officer note: see attachment for full representation
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Attachments:
FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
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Object

1. Background

1.20

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The inclusion of BUC046 (Osier Way) as it stands is contrary to the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan
(BNDP). although a reserve site was included in the BNDP, and the need for additional housing acknowledged as a
factor when reviewing the NP, no further sites had been the subject of local consultation. Particularly in view of the size
of the proposed development. BUC046 should not be specifically detailed before the BNDP undergoes further
consultations with the neighbourhood.

Summary:

The inclusion of BUC046 (Osier Way) as it stands is contrary to the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan
(BNDP). although a reserve site was included in the BNDP, and the need for additional housing acknowledged as a
factor when reviewing the NP, no further sites had been the subject of local consultation. Particularly in view of the size
of the proposed development. BUC046 should not be specifically detailed before the BNDP undergoes further
consultations with the neighbourhood.

Change to Plan

BUC046 will be subject to further consultation with the Town Council as to detailed master planning
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Support

1. Background

1.20

Respondent: Drayton Parslow Parish Council (Parish Clerk)
[31597]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Made Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight within the Local Plan

Summary:

Made Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight within the Local Plan

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Object

1. Background

1.20

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The details in paragraphs 1.20 and 1.21 are not in compliance with government policy and guidance. The text requires
modification to be sound and ensure it is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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Object

1. Background

1.20

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Parish Council (Mr. Tony
Skeggs) [31618]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached comments on the VALP from Stoke Mandeville Parish Council.
There are 3 separate documents that are being submitted.

Summary:

SMPC is an area that has embraced neighbourhood planning, enabling the local community to have
a say in both the location and specification of growth. It is therefore disappointed that despite a
programme of community consultation about key development sites, views were ignored.
SMPC reserves the right to discuss future allocations, to inform both Neighbourhood and Local
Plans, based on commitments from AVDC about ongoing support for neighbourhood planning.
SMPC agrees that good communication between all parties is critical and looks forward to receiving
regular data, evidence and information from Aylesbury Vale District Council to support its
neighbourhood plan

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Skeggs Tony 31618 A- Response &amp; Representation Form - Policy D1.pdf
Skeggs Tony 31618 B- Response &amp; Representation Form - Policy S1.pdf
Skeggs Tony 31618 C- Response Representation Form - Background.pdf
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Object

1. Background

1.21

Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposals for further housing growth in areas of made neighbourhood plans is disappointing but the VALP goes
beyond just allocating housing numbers to these areas - it takes over the authority of local parishes and town councils
to update their plans and to locate this growth where they see most appropriate. While this is in Background section,
this is also relevant to the site specific policies later in the VALP.

Summary:

The proposals for further housing growth in areas of made neighbourhood plans is disappointing but the VALP goes
beyond just allocating housing numbers to these areas - it takes over the authority of local parishes and town councils
to update their plans and to locate this growth where they see most appropriate. While this is in Background section,
this is also relevant to the site specific policies later in the VALP.

Change to Plan

Add: Where a made Neighbourhood Plan is Made, but is deemed "out of date" by the new housing numbers, the parish
or town council will be permitted a period of tome (say 2 years) to update their plans before AVDC has the ability to
specify sites in these parishes.
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Object

1. Background

1.21

Respondent: Mr Martin Richmond [30632]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

NATIONAL POLICY
In the ministerial foreword to the NPPF, Greg Clark states "...in recent years, planning has tended to exclude, rather
than to include, people and communities. In part, this has been a result of targets being imposed, and decisions taken,
by bodies remote from them. Dismantling the unaccountable regional apparatus and introducing neighbourhood
planning addresses this.".
This summarises one of the important objectives of the Localism Act - allowing "communities direct power to develop a
shared vision for their neighbourhood and deliver the sustainable development they need" (taken from paragraph 183 of
the NPPF).
OUR NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
I want to illustrate my points by using Winslow, where I live, as an example. But the basic arguments apply to a greater
or lesser extent to all areas with, or developing, a neighbourhood plan.
In Winslow we embraced localism. We were the first community in Bucks and one of the first in the country to develop
a neighbourhood plan. We tackled this responsibly, I believe, allowing, amongst other things, for 35% growth over 20
years, which was actually more than we believed at the time was going to be required under the 2013 Local Plan
(subsequently withdrawn).
We fought off an attempt by developers to get an injunction stopping the referendum on our neighbourhood plan. We
fought off an attempt by the same developers to have the neighbourhood plan quashed at judicial review. In the
referendum on our plan, 59.5% of residents voted, with over 98% voting in favour.
Thus considerable time and effort went into producing a positively and responsibly prepared neighbourhood plan which
is strongly supported by Winslow's residents.
HOW THE LOCAL PLAN UNDERMINES NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING
Now AVDC have come along and said (1) notwithstanding the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan, Winslow is going to have to have 55% more housing, not 35%
(table 1, page 35 of local plan - 1,166 total development, current housing just over 2000);
(2) Winslow is going to have proportionately larger growth in housing than any other community in Aylesbury Vale
(other than Aylesbury);
(3) and what's more, ADVC will decide where the housing goes, not Winslow residents (paragraph 4.121 of the local
plan - last sentence).
This is a result of AVDC simply allocating housing based on the land availability set out in the January 2017 HELAA
(paragraph 4.120 of local plan), apparently without considering at all whether that is in the right part of Bucks, whether
the infrastructure is in place to support it and, particularly, how it will be viewed by residents and the effect on localism.
The residents of Winslow will see this as completely undermining all the hard work and effort put in by them in
developing their neighbourhood plan, the first neighbourhood plan in Bucks and one of the first in the country. And
equally, residents of other parts of the Vale with neighbourhood plans will see the imposition of specific sites and
housing numbers derived solely from land availability as undermining their neighbourhood plans.
But more importantly, because what happens in the Vale will be reported nationally, it undermines national policy
because it will be seen to be not just failing to support neighbourhood plans but the opposite - ignoring them and
imposing planning matters centrally - the exact opposite of Greg Clark's message.
For AVDC to simply add up the figures in the HELAA and allocate accordingly, without apparently considering the other
factors, particularly taking no account of national policy on localism, is not doing the job properly.
WHAT CAN BE DONE ABOUT IT
Two changes would help to address these issues. The first is easy to make, and indeed I think should have been
included in the first place. The second, I accept, requires more work, and may not be possible. However, given the
conflict with national policy, I would suggest explanation is required if it is not possible.
(1) Imposition of sites
As I understand it, the purpose of the local plan is to set out AVDC's strategy for achieving the amount of housing
needed in the Vale over the period to 2033. The words 'strategy' and 'strategic' are used in many places throughout the
plan. However, the fact that the plan imposes the specific sites where housing should go (for example 585 houses on
WIN001 - paragraph 4.140) is not, I would suggest a strategic matter.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 327 - 30632 - 1.21 - ii, iv

327
1. Background

Object
1.21

Strategy is about overall, long term goals. Certainly, saying that Winslow is an important site, and allocating 585
houses to Winslow, are strategic matters. But I can't see how the particular site WIN001 can be described as a
'strategic site'. A site could be strategic if, for example, it was very large and building on it was essential for the local
plan to succeed. But WIN001 is just one of a number of sites around Winslow where building is taking or might take
place and other sites may well come to light. Deciding where specifically the 585 houses should go in Winslow is not
'strategic'. It is 'tactical', and could easily be left up to the residents to decide, through revision of their neighbourhood
plan. The same must apply in other areas with neighbourhood plans. Indeed, the third sentence of paragraph 1.20 of
the plan acknowledges this - 'Apart from that [taking account of strategic elements] they [neighbourhood plans] can
determine how development will take place in their area'.
This would also clearly seem to me to be the national policy intention, as per Greg Clark's ministerial statement quoted
above.
AVDC should not be trying to impose policies on communities by describing them as 'strategic' when they clearly are
not.
Interestingly, AVDC previously agreed that choice of specific sites was not a 'strategic' matter. Paragraph 1.27 of
AVDC's 'Draft Plan for Summer 2016 Consultation' states
'Rather than impose sites on settlements with neighbourhood plans to meet these figures, the council will work with
town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans. The
council will work to identify sites it can keep in reserve in such locations, so the supply which the local plan has to
identify, is set out in the plan. These will only be activated if a neighbourhood plan revision has not passed presubmission consultation within 12 months of the local plan being adopted, which is when neighbourhood plans gain
enough weight or status to be considered in planning decisions.'
This paragraph has been omitted from the current draft without any explanation.
Whilst it is right for the local plan to indicate where housing could go, in order to show that the plan is viable, I think that
this paragraph 1.27 should be put back into the plan, to show at least some measure of support for neighbourhood
planning.
(2) Relative numbers of houses allocated to different strategic settlements.
I indicated above that Winslow has been allocated more housing than in its neighbourhood plan, even though when the
plan was being drawn up it was believed that the numbers in the neighbourhood plan would be more than required. The
percentage increase for Winslow is also greater than for the other strategic settlements (other than Aylesbury). As I
have explained, this undermines neighbourhood planning, not just in Winslow but in all communities developing
neighbourhood plans, who will look at the experiences of other areas who already have neighbourhood plans.
Clearly the best support the local plan could give to localism would be for it to say that where areas already have
neighbourhood plans, then, on this occasion, no additional housing over and above that in the neighbourhood plan
would be required. I appreciate that that is probably not possible - the number of homes required for the Vale is too
great.
However, given that we need to take more housing than expected, the starting point must surely be to consider the
matters I have referred to above - e.g. where in the Vale is the extra housing needed, can infrastructure support it,
effect on neighbourhood plans - not just where houses could be built. I'm not qualified to comment on the first two, but
as far as localism is concerned, it would be seen as fairer by communities if AVDC were to try to allocate equal
percentage growth rates to similar areas. Whilst different percentages might apply to the strategic settlements, larger
villages and smaller villages, within each of these groups an equal growth rate ought to be the starting point. And the
different groups ought to have as equal as possible growth rates - much higher rates have been allocated to the
strategic settlements than some of the other towns and villages. This would be seen as treating communities as fairly
as possible.
AVDC seem to be saying in paragraph 4.120 and subsequent paragraphs that their allocations are constrained by their
January 2017 HELAA which they describe as a 'strategic' assessment of land availability and suitability. This again
seems to be an odd use of the word 'strategic'. The HELAA is not a 'strategic' assessment, it is just an assessment.
When AVDC found that the effect of the HELAA was to impose very different growth rates to different areas, and if they
wanted to appear to be supporting local communities and be treating them as fairly as possible, they could have
revisited the HELAA, not to produce a whole new HELAA but just find additional suitable sites. There is no suggestion
that they have done this.
I believe therefore that AVDC should revisit the site allocations in the HELAA to see if they can find additional sites
suitable for development that would enable them to equalise the growth rates in similar areas and perhaps reduce them
closer to the rates in neighbourhood plans. Perhaps they have done this - there is no indication that they have - but
then they should explain that in the local plan and explain how they have done their best, given what is possible, to
support neighbourhood planning and localism.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1. Background

1.21

Summary:

My objection to the plan is that it is not consistent with national policy. It actively discourages and undermines
neighbourhood planning, a direct result of the way housing has been allocated. This is both because of the numbers
allocated to different areas and to the fact that specific sites are imposed, the latter not being a strategic matter. I set
out in my objection in more detail why I believe the plan is not consistent with national policy and give two amendments
which will go part of the way to rectifying this.

Change to Plan

Please see my full representation - the section headed 'WHAT CAN BE DONE ABOUT IT' under subheadings
'Imposition of sites' and 'Relative numbers of houses allocated to different strategic settlements.' These give a full
explanation. But in brief - (1) reinstate paragraph 1.27 from AVDC's 'Draft Plan for Summer 2016 Consultation', which
has been omitted from the final draft without explanation; and (2) revisit the relative percentage increases in housing in
different areas or else give a full explanation of why they need to be as they are.
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Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Richmond, Martin 30362 - response form.pdf
Richmond, Martin 30362 - comment.pdf
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435

Object

1. Background

1.21

Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

1 Paragraph 23 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities, in drawing up Local
Plans, to define the extent of town centres and primary shopping areas.
2 Annex A of NPPF defines a Town Centre (TC) as :"Area defined in the local authority's proposal map, including the primary shopping area and areas predominantly
occupied by main town centre uses within or adjacent to the primary shopping area".
3 It defines a Primary Shopping Area (PSA) as:"Defined area where retail development is concentrated, generally comprising the primary and those secondary
frontage which are adjoining and closely related to the primary shopping frontage",
and main town centre uses as :"Retail development (including warehouse clubs and factory outlet centres); leisure, entertainment facilities, the more
intensive sport and recreation uses (including cinemas, bars and pubs, night-clubs, casinos, health and fitness
centres, indoor bowling centres and bingo halls): offices; and arts, culture and tourism development (including
theatres, museums, galleries and concert halls, hotels and conference facilities)".
4 It follows from the above that the starting point for defining the TC is the PSA (as defined under 1 above) .
5 To the PSA should be added other adjacent non-retail town centre uses to determine the extent of the TC. For this
purpose we have, perhaps generously, interpreted "adjacent" as located within 100 metres of the edge of the PSA
which we have proposed under a separate objection. These uses are listed in the attached appendix. Only three of
them are located outside the Inner Ring Road. These are the Waterside theatre, the Friars Square (Station Way) multi
story car park, and a restaurant in New Street.
6 The area within the Inner Relief Road is widely used to equate to the Town Centre. For example it forms the basis
for applying the 'saturation policy' under licensing legislation and comprises the Aylesbury Town 20 mph speed zone.
Although a large part of the western half of the area enclosed by the Inner Relief Road is predominantly residential in
character, a character which has been reinforced in recent years by new build and changes of use, it does contain a
few main town centre uses additional to those listed in the Appendix. It also forms part of the Old Town Conservation
Area in common with part of the PSA.
7 It is our view, therefore, that the area bounded by the Inner Relief Road, together with the Waterside Theatre,
adjoining open space, and the Friars Square multi-storey car park, forms a well-defined and widely recognised Town
Centre in accordance with NPPF. It is however fairly tightly constrained and may not provide enough space for the
location of all the new non-retail town centre uses which may need to be accommodated in the period covered by the
Vale of Aylesbury Plan. Nevertheless, it is our view that it should be defined as the Town Centre and any demand for
town centre uses which cannot be accommodated there should be dealt with in accordance with policy E5.
8 The submitted draft Plan defines a much larger area as the TC. We think that this is unsound for the following
reasons:
a). it does not accord with the NPPF, as explained above:
b). it has not been justified by a demonstrated need;
c) it appears to have been drawn so as to include a number of edge-of-centre sites and some town Centre use sites
which cannot in any way be described as adjacent to the PSA (e.g. Aquavale Pool complex in Park Street, the
Magistrates (soon to be Crown) Courts in Walton Green and Aylesbury College in Oxford Road.
d) It would seem that many edge-of-centre shops would be reclassified as TC shops. In effect they would confusingly
become edge-of-centre shops (in terms of being outside the PSA) within the TC.
e) Under Policy D8 applications to build shops anywhere within the extensive TC would all be acceptable in principle.
This would undermine the concept of giving priority to sites within the PSA and prejudice the proposed redevelopment
covered by Policy D7.
f) Shops which currently occupy out-of-centre locations (e.g. Tesco, Tring Road) would become edge-of-centre, and
the scope for other, new edge-of-centre locations would be greatly increased, with further consequences for
maintaining the status of the PSA.
9 The Aylesbury Vale Retail Study 2015 (paragraph 4.7) describes the Aylesbury Vale Shopping Park in Cambridge
Close as being located "in close proximity to the town centre". It also describes (paragraph 4.10) well-used
supermarkets at the edge of the town centre. These supermarkets are Morrisons in Station Way and Waitrose at
Exchange Street. Both of them are further described as being "in close proximity to the town centre".
10 Paragraph 4.11 of the Study describes the Lidl supermarket at Aylesbury Shopping Park as being "within walking
distance of the town centre although not technically part of the town centre as per the NPPF definition of "in-centre".
The Aldi store in Cambridge Street is also described as being "a short walk from the town centre".
It is clear that the consultants who compiled the Retail Study agreed that all of the above locations were not within the
town centre but were edge-of-centre sites.
APPENDIX
Main Town Centre Uses (other than retail) outside, but within 100 metres of the Primary Shopping Area (as proposed
by AOTRA)
Offices in :Church Street (Town Hall and others)
Exchange Street (Ideal House ground floor)
Granville Street (1 converted house)
High Street (former AVDC offices)
Pebble Lane (CAB etc.)

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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435

Object

1. Background

1.21

Temple Square (various)
Walton Street (BCC)
` Restaurants in New Street and Walton Street (Greek Taverna)
Pubs/bars in Market Square (Bell), Walton Street (White Swan) and Exchange Street (White Hart)
Courts, etc. in Market Square
Museum in Church Street
Cinema etc. in Exchange Street
Public Car Parks at Coopers Yard, Upper Hundreds Way and Station Way (Friars Square)
Theatre in Exchange Street.
Summary:

Redefine Town Centre boundary to comply with NPPF.

Change to Plan

Redraw Town Centre boundary to cover only the area within the Inner Relief Road, the Waterside Theatre, adjoining
open space and the Friars Square (Station Way) multi-storey car park.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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695

Support

1. Background

1.21

Respondent: Mr & Ms David & Marianne Mr David Finch & Ms
Marianne Faux [28700]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

In respect of the Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan, the area already designated for development within the boundary
of Cheddington is the only area which the residents of Cheddington have voted should be developed. Extra capacity is
available on this site and therefore no other site in Cheddington should be considered for development.

Summary:

In respect of the Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan, the area already designated for development within the boundary
of Cheddington is the only area which the residents of Cheddington have voted should be developed. Extra capacity is
available on this site and therefore no other site in Cheddington should be considered for development.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
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Object

1. Background

1.21

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The details in paragraphs 1.20 and 1.21 are not in compliance with government policy and guidance. The text requires
modification to be sound and ensure it is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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392

Object

1. Background

1.22

Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Apart from a small extension around George Street, which AOTRA sought, the area defined as the Primary Shopping
Area (PSA) remains the same as that defined as the Central Shopping Area in the adopted 2004 Aylesbury Vale
District Local Plan. The definition reflects the status quo pre-2004 and, surprisingly, does not include the proposed
major shopping development on the Waterside North site. We suggest that the PSA should show the situation at the
end of the Plan period rather than as it existed pre-2004. It should therefore include the Waterside North development
site. It should also include the site of the Upper Hundreds car park if this can justifiably be proposed for development
for shopping (but see comments on D7 in separate objection).

Summary:

Extent of Primary Shopping Area should be increased to reflect the situation at the end of plan period.

Change to Plan

Extend Primary Shopping Area to include Phase 1 of Waterside North development currently under construction, rest
of redevelopment site on Exchange Street (N) car park and Sloane House (New Street), former government offices
(Cambridge Place) and Sainsbury's car park.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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442

Object

1. Background

1.22

Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Committed development site AYL058 in Policies Map.
This site includes the Methodist Church, Coopers Yard car park and Elsinore House, all in Buckingham Street, and
Cromwell House in New Street. As far as we are aware there are no commitments for the development of any of these,
Development is committed only for Heron House. If it is proposed to convert any of these sites for housing they should
be allocated for this purpose on the Policies Map.

Summary:

Committed development site AYL058 in Policies Map.
This site includes the Methodist Church, Coopers Yard car park and Elsinore House, all in Buckingham Street, and
Cromwell House in New Street. As far as we are aware there are no commitments for the development of any of these,
Development is committed only for Heron House. If it is proposed to convert any of these sites for housing they should
be allocated for this purpose on the Policies Map.

Change to Plan

Amend Policies Map as necessary

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2561

Object

1. Background

1.22

Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Parish Council (Mr. Tony
Skeggs) [31618]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached comments on the VALP from Stoke Mandeville Parish Council.
There are 3 separate documents that are being submitted.

Summary:

The submission plan shows key 'greenfield' allocations are in Bierton, Weston Turville and Stoke
Mandeville. The allocation for Bierton is clearly a latter phase of the Kingsbrook development,
whilst Hampden Fields accounts for the Weston Turville allocation.
The largest parts of the allocations AGT-1 and AGT-2 are in Stoke Mandeville Parish, with no
suggestion from the map that coalescence between Aylesbury town and Stoke Mandeville village
will be avoided. Local residents and communities across the Parish are understandably concerned
about the map and deserve assurances that separation will be preserved.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Skeggs Tony 31618 C- Response Representation Form - Background.pdf
Skeggs Tony 31618 A- Response &amp; Representation Form - Policy D1.pdf
Skeggs Tony 31618 B- Response &amp; Representation Form - Policy S1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1089

Object

1. Background

1.24

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

the SA undertaken for the VALP has failed to fulfil these requirements, omitting from consideration alternatives that are,
in various important respects, preferable to those considered. These failures have led to the flawed spatial strategy
across the VALP as a whole.

Change to Plan

Further work on the VALP is therefore required.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Legal?
Yes
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No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf

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

1. Background

1.25

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The text in paragraph 1.25 which claims that most of the policies in VALP
are strategic policies is not justified or consistent with national policy. It
should be modified to be sound.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf

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

1. Background

1.28

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2413

Object

1. Background

1.28

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We would comment that the retail and services available at Wendover have declined
since the last assessment as to how Wendover meets the criteria
This causes significant extra aggravation for residents and business given the cash
needs of small business and the local markets, and the banking habits of older
residents who prefer to visit a bank rather than go online, as well as charities and not
for profit organisations which need to pay in cash from fundraising activities. We
believe the VALP must contain effective policies to ensure the health of high street
provision.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
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Object

1. Background

1.29

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Paragraph 1.29 refers to the population of Aylesbury as being 41% of the
population of the district. There ought to be an acknowledgement that the
surrounding villages largely act as part of the town so increasing the
population. There appears to be an inconsistent approach to what is meant
by "Aylesbury", in some instances it means the town itself (the Aylesbury
Town Council boundary) but in other instances it appears to include the
surrounding villages as well.
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Policy S2 & S3
The classification of villages by size Large, Medium and smaller and the requirement for them to support growth could
ensure these settlements remain sustainable, support economic growth and offer new home buyers and tenants
greater choice of location within the Vale.

Summary:

Policy S2 & S3
The classification of villages by size Large, Medium and smaller and the requirement for them to support growth could
ensure these settlements remain sustainable, support economic growth and offer new home buyers and tenants
greater choice of location within the Vale.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We would comment that the retail and services available at Wendover have declined
since the last assessment as to how Wendover meets the criteria
This causes significant extra aggravation for residents and business given the cash
needs of small business and the local markets, and the banking habits of older
residents who prefer to visit a bank rather than go online, as well as charities and not
for profit organisations which need to pay in cash from fundraising activities. We
believe the VALP must contain effective policies to ensure the health of high street
provision.
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]
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Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

This strategy devalues Milton Keynes, which is unjustified, and threatens the prompt delivery of appropriate levels of
planned growth, which is ineffective.

Change to Plan

Objection to Paragraph 1.32, Table 1 and Table 2 Change sought: formal policy recognition of Milton Keynes in the
settlement hierarchy as a 'Strategic Settlement'
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Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]
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N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the Council's approach of recognising that the local
authorities in southern Buckinghamshire are significantly constrained by the Chilterns AONB. In this important way, the
Council is demonstrating good practice under the Duty to Cooperate, and its Duty of Regard to conserving and
enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (section 85).

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the Council's approach of recognising that the local
authorities in southern Buckinghamshire are significantly constrained by the Chilterns AONB. In this important way, the
Council is demonstrating good practice under the Duty to Cooperate, and its Duty of Regard to conserving and
enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (section 85).
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Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The section on population (paragraphs 1.34 to 1.37) only quotes the 2011
census. Reference ought to also be made to later mid-year population
estimates30, particularly as the next section on Economy and Employment
quotes "the latest government figures from 2014". It would also be useful to
include a table showing growth over time, given the significant level of
growth within the district. Similar considerations should be given to other
figures that are given, they should be as up to date as possible, if relevant
refer to change over time and include references to source(s).
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The document opens with a statement claiming the plan needs to accomodate 27,400 new homes, yet section 1.35
states the population growth is an additional 40,000 people. Using the most recent Census figure of an average 2.3
persons per UK dwelling, that equates to an additional 17,391 houses, not 27,000.

Summary:

The document opens with a statement claiming the plan needs to accomodate 27,400 new homes, yet section 1.35
states the population growth is an additional 40,000 people. Using the most recent Census figure of an average 2.3
persons per UK dwelling, that equates to an additional 17,391 houses, not 27,000.

Change to Plan

We need to accommodate an additional 17,000 homes, not the stated 27,000.
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Respondent: Winslow Town Council (Dr Sean Carolan) [30406]
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Winslow Town Council Objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Winslow Town Council (WTC) welcomes the creation of a new Local Plan to cover Aylesbury Vale District. The
approval of VALP will remove uncertainties in local planning - but it is important that the Plan is sound, and not open to
further challenge. WTC also recognises that national Government proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Arc, as reflected in statements in the Autumn 2017 Budget, suggest that it will be necessary over the coming few years
to revise VALP to accommodate greater levels of development in the area than are currently envisaged. Such matters,
however, are for the future. The immediate priority is to review and revise the currently drafted VALP, and to that end
WTC offers the following objections to matters which it considers need to be reviewed and revised before VALP would
be sound and consistent with relevant national planning policies.
0 Summary
Winslow Town Council considers that there are elements of the submission VALP which are unsound and need to be
modified. These are:
1. The allocation of sites in strategic settlements with made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans, contrary to national
policy.
2. Raising to 55% the increase in housing numbers for Winslow, the least sustainable of all the strategic settlements
3. Flaws in the Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding
4. Insufficient affordable housing on qualifying sites
5. Under-delivery of new homes in large villages
6. Understating the growth in population during the Plan period as about 35,000 rather than 60,000
1 Site specific allocation for housing growth
1.1 In Table 2 of the Vale of Aylesbury Plan, there is an allocation of a single site for housing growth in Winslow which
is contrary to:
(a) NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which enables communities to decide
where new homes should be located;
(b) various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
(c) para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.
1.2 This aspect of the Plan is therefore unsound and not 'justified' as the most appropriate policy because it is not
consistent with national planning policy. It will be for WTC, with its made Neighbourhood Plan, to bring forward an
update and revision of Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) following the approval of VALP. The updated WNP,
following robust consultation with the local community, will need to identify how and where any housing growth required
in an agreed VALP is to be accommodated, including (if and where necessary) any extension to the WNP's settlement
boundary. Both Buckingham and Haddenham are also Strategic Settlements which have a Neighbourhood Plan, and in
which VALP has also identified allocated sites for housing development contrary to the same national planning policy.
1.3 This reflects previous correspondence from WTC to AVDC (dated 13th October 2017) on this very issue which
refers to the inspector's conclusions for the Maidstone Local Plan, where target housing numbers were seen as an
appropriate mechanism to use for an area with a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Proposed modification:
1.4 To meet WTC's objection this issue should be addressed by VALP stating the target figure of additional housing
that needs to be accommodated in an updated WNP, perhaps indicating that one option for locating this might be on
the identified land to the east of Great Horwood Road. An equivalent change also should be made to VALP in respect
of other areas which have a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
2 Scale of housing growth for Winslow
2.1 In Table 2 and the allocation of Site ref WIN001 on page 126, the level of housing growth proposed for Winslow,
which WTC considers to be the least sustainable of the strategic settlements in the Vale (See WTC's initial Strategic
Settlements Sustainability Assessment, below), has apparently been increased arbitrarily to 55%. In the draft VALP,
the proposed growth was 50%, which the Town Council objected to as being, comparatively, unreasonable when
infrastructure provision was considered in relation to the other strategic settlements.
Aylesbury Vale Strategic Settlements Sustainability Assessment for VALP (by WTC)
Aylesbury
Buckingham
Haddenham
Wendover
Winslow
Housing
Close to areas with unmet housing need
3
1
5
4
2
Transport
Train to London, Birmingham, Oxford
4
1
5
4
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2
Express bus to nearby centres
5
4
3
1
3
Access to motorway network
3
4
5
3
1
Bypass for through traffic
3
4
5
4
1
Services
Extendable employment sites
5
4
3
2
1
Modern medical centre / surgery
4
3
5
2
1
Access to major retail / leisure / employment centre (Aylesbury or MK)
5
1
3
4
2
TOTAL SCORE
32
22
34
24
13
Each settlement is given a score from 1 to 5 in each row, with 5 representing the greatest level of sustainability.
2.2 The requirement for Winslow to deliver new homes, above those detailed in the WNP, has increased from 402 in
the draft VALP to 585 in the submission VALP, an increase of 45%. The housing growth proposed for Buckingham, the
second largest strategic settlement in the Vale, with its much stronger infrastructure compared with that of Winslow,
has seen its housing growth reduced from 2,612 (50%) in the draft VALP to 2,312 (45%) in the submission VALP.
These changes in the proposed growth figures are not explained, appear counter-intuitive and lack any rationale to
support them. A report to AVDC's Scrutiny Committee for VALP in September 2017 said that: the Council has worked
with town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans.
Winslow is not alone in being able to confirm that no such consultation took place. If the process has been simply to
establish a suitable site for housing growth and use its capacity as the level of housing growth to be proposed for a
community, then this process would appear to be fundamentally unsound.
Proposed modification:
2.3 WTC proposes that VALP should set a more reasonable and sustainable increase in the number of additional
homes within Winslow over and above the 35% increase already detailed in the made WNP. WTC suggests that an
increase of about 300 homes over and above those already provided for in the made WNP would be more appropriate
in the circumstances. It will be for a future revised WNP to determine, with the benefit of local public consultation,
where the additional housing should be located to achieve the required strategic housing provision.
3 Memorandum of Understanding
3.1 The Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between Aylesbury Vale DC, Wycombe DC, Chiltern
DC, South Bucks DC and Bucks Thames Valley LEP (mentioned in paragraph 1.12 of VALP) is, in WTC's opinion, a
flawed document. It is the MoU that seeks to justify the requirement for Aylesbury Vale to accommodate the unmet
need of 8000 additional homes elsewhere in the Bucks Housing Market Area.
3.2 The Agreement in the MoU in paragraph 2.1(d) states - That the following level of unmet housing need within
respective local plan periods up to 2033 will be accommodated in the Vale of Aylesbury Plan. This absolute agreement
by AVDC to accommodate 5,725 homes (21% of the VALP total) as unmet housing need from Chiltern and South
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Bucks in VALP, when those Districts' joint draft Local Plan will not be published until the middle of 2018 and when the
figure represents over 44% of the Full Objectively Assessed Need for Chiltern and South Bucks, appears to be an
unsound commitment. Similarly, the accommodation of 2,275 homes (8.3% of the VALP total), as unmet need for
Wycombe District, in light of the recent publication of the submission Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP), appears
equally unsound.
3.3 WTC believes that Wycombe District Council (WDC) has not recognised its duty and responsibility in these days of
'exceptional circumstances' for the effective delivery of housing, because it has not demonstrated a robust approach to
maximise the delivery of new housing within the District's boundary in order to meet its own Full Objectively Assessed
Need (FOAN). As a consequence, the WDLP has not followed a strategy which seeks to meet the District's FOAN for
new homes during the Plan period. This leads WTC to conclude that the plan has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound in respect of its provision for housing development. The following paragraphs explain why WTC has
come to this view.
3.4 WDLP Policy DM34 specifies that new housing developments should provide (WTC's emphasis in bold):
(a) Opportunities to enhance existing and provide new green infrastructure have been maximised, including delivering
long lasting measurable net gains.
(b) In all cases, development is required as a minimum to: Secure adequate buffers to valuable habitats and
(c) Achieve a future canopy cover of at least 25% of the site area on sites outside of the town centres and 0.5HA or
more
3.5 These requirements, together with other luxuries and 'nice to haves', significantly limit the area of developable land
for housing on allocated sites, and therefore limit the scale of housing development that can be accommodated. WTC
believes that this Policy cannot, under the prevailing circumstances, be justified as it does not represent the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives and is not based on proportionate evidence.
The Plan offers no justification for this highly questionable policy, which therefore leads WTC to the view that WDLP is
unsound in this respect.
Evidence
3.6 Paragraph 4.38 of the WDLP states The Council has thoroughly reviewed the scope for meeting its housing needs
within the District. However it does not consider the option of increasing housing densities in order to more fully meet
the District's FOAN. The WDLP includes large allocated sites for housing delivering less than 10 dwellings per hectare
e.g. - HW4 Abbey Barn 4 - 11.32 hectares - 100 homes at 8.8 dwellings per hectare (dph) and HW6 Gomm Valley and
Ashwells - 72.8 hectares - 530 homes at 7.3 dph.
3.7 By way of comparison, WNP, where AONB and Green Belt are not a consideration, delivers its housing growth on
identified sites at more than 30 dph and delivers satisfactory provision of green space for each housing development
site. Even taking into account the difficulties of the terrain in parts of the High Wycombe area, WTC believes that the
identified sites could be developed at appreciably higher densities than are currently proposed, and thereby absorb
more, if not all, of the District's FOAN. Similarly, it is WTC's belief that the Princes Risborough expansion area is
capable of delivering many more homes than are committed in the WDLP.
3.8 The WDLP only allocates 57 hectares of previously designated Green Belt land for housing, to deliver 1,100 new
homes at 19.3 dph. This represents a mere 0.4% of the District's Green Belt, in a District with 48% Green Belt,
amounting to over 14,000 hectares. Many LPAs in a similar position to WDC have recognised that, in order to meet the
housing need identified by the FOAN, it is necessary to recognise the 'exceptional circumstances*' and to reallocate
poorly performing areas of Green Belt for housing development in order to fully meet their own FOAN. A local example
of such an approach is South Oxfordshire's Local Plan, where re-designated Green Belt land will deliver 5,500 new
homes on 3 sites. Central Bedfordshire and Dacorum Councils are taking a similarly positive approach.
*The Housing Minister, Gavin Barwell, when speaking in relation to the Housing White Paper, said: "The green belt is
13% of the land. We can solve this crisis without having to take huge tracts out of the green belt. We are not going to
weaken the protections; we have a clear manifesto promise and there is no need to take huge tracts of land out of the
green belt to solve our housing crisis. They can take land out of the green belt in exceptional circumstances but they
should have looked at every other alternative first." [emphasis added]
3.9 Criticisms of the WDLP, such as those of a failure to positively plan to maximise housing delivery in order to meet
the FOAN and a reluctance to take a robust approach to the reallocation of poorly performing Green Belt land for
housing development, will almost certainly also apply to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. The MoU
is a
document which appears to invite housing overspill into Aylesbury Vale and lacks checks and balances to ensure any
unmet housing need has been demonstrably minimised.
Proposed modification:
3.10 The MoU (referenced in para 1.12) appears to be based on an unsound judgement of the opportunities that exist
for the three southern districts of Buckinghamshire to deliver a greater proportion of their own FOAN. Following further
detailed scrutiny of the figures in the MoU through the examination of the other relevant local plans, WTC believes that
the unmet need housing targets for Aylesbury Vale District should be reduced, or alternatively the time scale over
which those targets apply should be extended beyond the end of the plan period for VALP.
4 Affordable housing
4.1 The reduction in percentage and quantum of affordable housing to be delivered, compared with that previously
shown in the draft VALP, does not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing. The
draft VALP proposed 31% of affordable homes on qualifying sites, which would have yielded about 8,800 affordable
homes, whereas the submission VALP in Policy H1 only proposes 25% generating about 5,900 affordable homes.
Evidence from CPRE, the National Housing Federation, Shelter, the Institute for Public Policy Research etc are all
telling the same story, one of shortfalls of affordable housing delivery, more homelessness, an ever-increasing annual
housing benefit bill etc. WTC understands that the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (VAHT) has evidence that indicates
that the provision of 6,000 affordable homes in Aylesbury Vale over the 20 year plan period will be significantly less
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than demand. When a neighbouring authority (WDC) demands 40% affordable homes on qualifying greenfield sites,
why does VALP propose a very much lower target for the same Plan period within the same Bucks Housing Market
Area?
Evidence
4.2 WTC considers the following paragraphs of the Affordable Housing section of the VALP Housing Topic Paper
November 2017 in particular contain inaccuracies which have resulted in unsound conclusions regarding the
percentage of affordable homes to be delivered on qualifying sites.
4.5 As set out in the HEDNA December 2016 to establish the past trends and current estimates of the need for
affordable housing local authority data on homeless households and temporary accommodation, was considered
alongside census data on concealed households and overcrowding together with information from the English Housing
Survey, Housing Register and information from Housing benefit data on households unable to afford their housing
costs. Based on this information the study concluded that there are 3,311 households currently in affordable housing
need in the Buckinghamshire HMA who are unable to afford their own housing. Deducting those whose housing is not
suitable and households that will release their housing back into the market leaves a net need of a 1,150 households
who that are currently in affordable housing need who are unable to afford their own housing.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.3 On 8th December 2017 VAHT told WTC that:
"As of November 2017 there were nearly 3,900 applicants registered on Bucks Home Choice (BHC) within the
Aylesbury Vale. Of these just over 2,300 are in bands A to D and eligible for affordable rented housing in the Vale.
Around 1,600 are in band HO and may be eligible for rural exception properties or others with strict local connection
criteria."
4.4 And Bedfordshire Pilgrims Housing Association (BPHA), the organisation which manages the register for shared
ownership affordable homes in the Vale, told WTC that... the figures for Shared Ownership applicants for Aylesbury
Vale since 2015 (based on applicant requests for 2, 3, 4, 5 bedrooms) were:
2015 - 352
2016 - 434
2017 so far - 482
BPHA does not maintain a register of unmet need and these figures no longer appear to be available. When Catalyst
managed the Shared Ownership Register, they recorded unmet need figures of 407 in 2010 steadily rising to 1,048 in
2014.
4.5 So in the past 3 years about 1,300 applications for shared ownership properties have been recorded. Paragraph
1.48 of VALP states that over the past 5 years an average of 1,127 dwellings were built each year. Out of this total, an
average of 349 were affordable dwellings. With 25% of affordable homes allocated to shared ownership, over the past
5 years an average of just 87 shared ownership affordable properties have been delivered each year. This leaves an
unmet need figure for the past 3 years alone of over 1,000 plus the backlog from 2014 and earlier.
4.6 From the above data, WTC concludes that the current unmet need for all types of affordable homes in Aylesbury
Vale is over 5,000 and the evidence is of an increasing demand. Although this evidence would have been available to
AVDC and its consultants it does not appear to have been considered. WTC's evidence from those 'at the coal face'
indicates that the base figure for unmet need of 3,331 for all forms of affordable homes in December 2016 is incorrect.
Para 1.47 of VALP states: The total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice housing register waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. (WTC believes this figure only relates to Aylesbury Vale, as
opposed to the entire BHC area). This appears to suggest that no account was taken in the HEDNA of the need for
shared ownership affordable homes.
4.8 Government requirements now prohibit the requirement for affordable housing applying to housing sites of 10 or
less dwellings. As this is expected to be a significant proportion of new housing development in Aylesbury Vale the
percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased to 25% to allow the total requirement of 4,200 affordable
dwellings for the district to be achieved. This is of course provided that the proportion of affordable required does not
generally render proposed housing developments in Aylesbury Vale unviable on the basis of paragraph 173 of the
NPPF.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.7 This paragraph (4.8, above) only takes account of the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale and takes no account of the unmet
need of 8,000 for the District Councils in the south of the County, where the LPAs are expecting delivery of affordable
homes in accordance with their Local Plans. Wycombe's draft Local Plan requires 40% affordable homes on their own
greenfield sites. If, say, 35% of the 8,000 unmet need homes included in VALP were required to be affordable, and if
85% of them were on qualifying sites, this would result in an additional requirement of about 2,400 affordable homes,
resulting in a total of 6,600 affordable homes (representing about 29% of all new homes), not 5,900 as proposed by
VALP. For the overall percentage delivery of affordable homes to be based solely on the Vale's requirements, when
29% of housing delivery will be for unmet need from other Districts, is a flawed approach and therefore unsound.
4.9 The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that
the 25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the
affordable housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. The council has therefore set the 25%
requirement as a minimum in the proposed affordable housing policy which will allow a higher provision where justified
by viability. The viability information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.8 WTC believes that the evidence in the submission VALP proves that a minimum figure much higher than 25%
should be viable in almost all cases. As referred to above, Paragraph 1.48 of VALP advises that average annual
housing delivery in the Vale for the past 5 years was 1,127, of which 349 was the average annual delivery of affordable
homes. This represents a 31% delivery of new affordable homes across qualifying and non-qualifying sites.
4.9 In Paragraph 4.8 of the VALP Housing Topic Paper it says:
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...the percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased ... . As 31% affordable homes has been delivered over
all sites for the past 5 years this must mean that the percentage delivery figure on qualifying sites has been appreciably
more than 31%. So a target higher than 31% has been shown to be viable.
4.10 Strategic communities with made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale require at least 35% affordable housing
delivery on qualifying sites. For both Winslow and Buckingham, for those sites identified in respective Neighbourhood
Plans where planning applications have been approved or submitted, no issue as to the viability of the 35% figure has
been raised.
4.11 Notwithstanding the above evidence that viability can be achieved at 35%, and there is more than sufficient
demand at that level, the consultant's report in the Housing Topic Paper, para 4.9, only indicates - the affordable
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. AVDC then erroneously concludes - The viability
information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified. WTC considers this to be
another unsound element underpinning the highly questionable 25% delivery figure for affordable housing proposed in
VALP.
4.12 Finally WTC considers that setting a minimum target for affordable housing is not appropriate as developers will
seek to design to such a minimum rather than deliver anything higher. It would be more prudent to set a realistic but
challenging target percentage to be delivered - and accept that developers may be able to demonstrate viability
problems in meeting the target in full on some specific sites.
Proposed modification:
4.13 WTC considers that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound. WTC proposes that VALP be modified to set a minimum of 35% affordable housing delivery on
qualifying sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the viable delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more
problematic than for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield
housing sites and a minimum 30% for brownfield sites.
5 Accommodating demographic growth in second-tier settlements
5.1 In VALP para 3.20 it is stated that
The settlement hierarchy is based on an assessment of population size, settlement connectivity and the availability of
employment and other services and facilities. A draft settlement hierarchy has been consulted on, and a number of
changes have been made to the conclusions as a result of comments received. A report has been produced setting out
how the settlement hierarchy was established which is available on the Council's website. The proposed settlement
hierarchy is set out in Table 2, along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement. The
allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of the settlement to accommodate housing growth, rather
than a blanket percentage increase on existing housing stock as was previously proposed in the draft Plan. [WTC's
emphasis added]
5.2 The emphasised section above appears to be flawed because the Plan gives no account of how the Plan has
robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to accommodate housing growth." It is important to bear in mind
that the district-wide housing growth in VALP is 36% without the buffer and total growth of 40% across the district
including the buffer. Table 2 simply indicates the total amount of housing development per settlement as
completions/commitments plus any allocations. Of the 11 larger villages (Stoke Mandeville is omitted because, we are
informed, it is included in the Aylesbury figures), defined as such in the settlement hierarchy because of their superior
infrastructure, only 5 have any allocations. Of those 11 larger villages, 8 are expected to deliver less than 20% housing
growth. Four of them are not even expected to meet their own demographic growth to 2033. These are Stone
(population over 2,600) 3.4% housing growth, Ivinghoe (population 1,000) 4.6%, Long Crendon (pop over 2,500) 9.5%
and Wing (pop over 2,800) - 10.9%. Only Steeple Claydon with a 22.8% increase and Aston Clinton with a 40.3%
increase in homes exceed 20% growth, whilst Waddesdon (including Fleet Marston) has 20% growth. The second tier
in the Plan's settlement hierarchy comprises all the larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable
access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations for development [WTC's
emphasis added]. A Local Plan which does not demand that these second tier settlements should provide housing
growth that meets their individual demographic growth as a minimum during the Plan period, would appear to be
unsound.
Proposed modification:
5.3 WTC proposes that VALP be modified to require all 'large villages' to deliver appreciably more than the basic figure
for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury Vale is a growth area and that districtwide housing growth is more than 36%.
6 Population growth expectations
6.1 Para 1.35 of the submission VALP states that during the Plan period there will be a growth in population of about
35,000 (once allowance has been made for the growth which took place between 2011 and 2013). With growth of
27,300 homes in the Plan period, this figure for population growth appears to be under-stated. WTC drew attention to
this at the draft VALP stage, but has received no explanation for the apparent discrepancy, nor any correction of it in
the submission Plan.
Proposed modification:
6.2 The expected increase in the population of Aylesbury Vale in the plan period should be stated more accurately to
be in excess of 60,000 based on the number of additional homes proposed.
7 Examination in Public
7.1 AVDC is asked to note that Winslow Town Council wishes to participate in the
Examination in Public.
Sean Carolan

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1434 - 30406 - 1.35 - None

1434

Object

1. Background

1.35

Deputy Clerk
Summary:

Para 1.35 of the submission VALP states that during the Plan period there will be a growth in population of about
35,000 (once allowance has been made for the growth which took place between 2011 and 2013). With growth of
27,300 homes in the Plan period, this figure for population growth appears to be under-stated. WTC drew attention to
this at the draft VALP stage, but has received no explanation for the apparent discrepancy, nor any correction of it in
the submission Plan.
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1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The section on population (paragraphs 1.34 to 1.37) only quotes the 2011
census. Reference ought to also be made to later mid-year population
estimates30, particularly as the next section on Economy and Employment
quotes "the latest government figures from 2014". It would also be useful to
include a table showing growth over time, given the significant level of
growth within the district. Similar considerations should be given to other
figures that are given, they should be as up to date as possible, if relevant
refer to change over time and include references to source(s).
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1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The section on population (paragraphs 1.34 to 1.37) only quotes the 2011
census. Reference ought to also be made to later mid-year population
estimates30, particularly as the next section on Economy and Employment
quotes "the latest government figures from 2014". It would also be useful to
include a table showing growth over time, given the significant level of
growth within the district. Similar considerations should be given to other
figures that are given, they should be as up to date as possible, if relevant
refer to change over time and include references to source(s).

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2691 - 30433 - 1.37 - None

2691

Object

1. Background

1.37

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The section on population (paragraphs 1.34 to 1.37) only quotes the 2011
census. Reference ought to also be made to later mid-year population
estimates30, particularly as the next section on Economy and Employment
quotes "the latest government figures from 2014". It would also be useful to
include a table showing growth over time, given the significant level of
growth within the district. Similar considerations should be given to other
figures that are given, they should be as up to date as possible, if relevant
refer to change over time and include references to source(s).
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There are a number of conservation villages in the immediate vicinity of Buckingham. The character of these should be
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Summary:

There are a number of conservation villages in the immediate vicinity of Buckingham. The character of these should be
retained and certainly not diminished by further development
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1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Paragraph 1.14 is headed "Employment" and paragraph 1.40 is headed
"Economy and employment". With this section figures are used from 2015
and 2016. More current figures ought to have been available at the time of
the production of the submission draft plan.
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The Submission Draft Local Plan identifies Westcott Venture Park as an, 'important large employment location'. We
support this reference, in the context of the Enterprise Zone designation of this site, which allows for the considerable
future growth and development of the employment use in this location, which will continue to be brought forward
through the Plan period, as set out.

Summary:

The Submission Draft Local Plan identifies Westcott Venture Park as an, 'important large employment location'. We
support this reference, in the context of the Enterprise Zone designation of this site, which allows for the considerable
future growth and development of the employment use in this location, which will continue to be brought forward
through the Plan period, as set out.
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The representations are prepared on behalf of Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust, as the owners of Westcott
Venture Park, Westcott, Aylesbury generally support the provisions of the Plan. The Westcott Venture Park is a 650
acre business park, on the site of a former RAF operational training unit, which opened in 1945. Since this time, the site
has evolved through a range of military related uses and developed a particular niche in rocket testing. The Park has
also diversified to provide space for a range of businesses and today comprises industrial and office accommodation in
units from 120 - 300,000 sqft in size.
In planning terms, Westcott Venture Park forms part of the Aylesbury Vale Enterprise Zone ("EZ"). This is one of three
designated EZ sites, which represent a major economic growth opportunity for Buckinghamshire, having the potential to
transform and enhance these existing strategic employment sites and attract new investment.
The Westcott Venture Park is identified as being well placed to develop as a centre of space propulsion and
environmental engineering, with a concentration of high-tech research and development in the fields of satellite and
future propulsion systems. It is anticipated that a primary cluster of UK space organisations will form there, all using the
test facilities. The development intended through the EZ at Westcott will facilitate the delivery of 72,000 sq.m of new
commercial floor space and up to 880 skilled jobs.
In addition, the announcement from the UK Space Agency to invest over £4m in a National Propulsion Test Facility at
Westcott, will put Bucks on the global map as a centre of excellence in space technology testing.
It is therefore vital that the Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale facilitates and encourages this extent and nature of
development anticipated by the EZ status.
It is noted that the Plan has a major focus on the delivery of homes in Aylesbury, where over half of homes are
intended to be located, in the new Garden Town development planned. In terms of employment, the Plan identifies a
requirement for 27ha of new employment land, which is more than met through the employment land already identified
or planned in the area, therefore the Plan does not look to release any residential land for employment use, nor is
specifically looking to identify more employment land than that already identified in this Plan.
We support this position in principle. At Westcott Venture Park, the Enterprise Zone designation provides a significant
opportunity for the delivery of additional employment floorspace in the Plan period. Furthermore, work has been
ongoing to work to secure the necessary infrastructure to facilitate this growth and development, for example, funding
has been secured through s106 linked to existing planning permissions for the development of a new roundabout
entrance off the A41, which will enable the delivery of further floorspace at the Westcott Venture Park, as anticipated by
the EZ designation.

Summary:

The representations submitted by the owners of Westcott Venture Park, support the general provisions of the Plan and
in relation to this matter, set out the context of WVP's interests in this context.
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Summary:

Paragraph 1.43 Economy and employment states: "The RAF training base at RAF Halton, near Wendover, is of
significant importance to the local economy. The base is, however, expected to close during the Plan period, after
which land will become available for other uses, predominantly housing".
There will be a phased release of the site with vacant possession occurring in 2022 when construction is scheduled to
commence. The entirety of the development could be completed by 2033 in order to meet demand for housing.
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1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The figures for homes in paragraphs 1.45 to 1.47 are from 2016, more
recent figures ought to be available.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 629 - 29268 - 1.46 - i, iii

629

Object

1. Background

1.46

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whilst there is an obvious need for affordable housing the key area where there is a shortage of supply is "social
housing" for those who cannot expect to earn enough to manage to buy even "affordable" housing

Summary:

Whilst there is an obvious need for affordable housing the key area where there is a shortage of supply is "social
housing" for those who cannot expect to earn enough to manage to buy even "affordable" housing

Change to Plan

This needs to be changed to Affordability and availability of rented social housing are issues ...

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 856 - 31928 - 1.46 - None

856

Support

1. Background

1.46

Respondent: Mr Nick Moody [31928]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This issue needs to be addressed in order to achieve a balanced housing mix that caters for the demographic trends
and young people.

Summary:

This issue needs to be addressed in order to achieve a balanced housing mix that caters for the demographic trends
and young people.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2695 - 30433 - 1.47 - None

2695

Object

1. Background

1.47

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The figures for homes in paragraphs 1.45 to 1.47 are from 2016, more
recent figures ought to be available.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1754 - 32319 - 1.50 - i, ii, iii, iv

1754

Object

1. Background

1.50

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

Clearly land at the former Marsworth Airfield has the potential to support the Council in
maintaining the delivery of residential development on brownfield land and ASL would
request that the Council allocate land for residential led mixed use development.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 122 - 31860 - 1.54 - i, iii

122

Object

1. Background

1.54

Respondent: MR GARY SKINNER [31860]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I see little mention of the pressure that all the extra traffic that will be generated from all the new homes being built and
businesses being established in the area on the top of the Aston Clinton bypass. Already to get from Aston Clinton to
Aylesbury, the roundabout is gridlocked at normal school run/rush hour times. It will make it virtually impossible to leave
the village to get to/through Aylesbury. The new widening of the roads and traffic management systems initiated by the
Arla facility has done little (if anything) to change this.
I fear that Aston Clinton will become a new through road again as people cannot get on/off the A41 at the roundabout.

Summary:

In addition to new roads simply to connect new housing built in the outskirts of Aylesbury, there needs serious
investment in accommodating all the extra vehicles that will come naturally with the housing as most people will
commute in some form. Current infrastructure isn't coping with existing demands, making commuting even more
unviable for travel times to work/school.

Change to Plan

Remove and rethink the roundabout between Aston Clinton/A41/Aylesbury.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 140 - 30614 - 1.54 - None

140

Support

1. Background

1.54

Respondent: Ms Patience Skillings [30614]

Agent:

Full Text:

With what action in mind?

Summary:

With what action in mind?

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

N/A

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1056 - 31191 - 1.54 - None

1056

Object

1. Background

1.54

Respondent: Ms Maureen Simmons [31191]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Simmons Maureen 31191 VALP RESPONSE DECEMBER 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 126 - 31240 - 1.55 - i, ii, iii

126

Object

1. Background

1.55

Respondent: Mr Malcolm Oliver [31240]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This paragraph perpetuates a Bucks / AVDC parochial approach to Local Area Planning seeing the county boundary as
inviolate, rather than planning in the context of the wider regional geography & hinterland of neighbouring authorities.
For areas such as Wing & most of the east & northeast of the area people will certainly NOT go to Cheddington for an
hourly slow service to Euston, rather travel to Leighton Buzzard for more frequent service, especially the 1/2 hour nonstop service to London. Similarly with Milton Keynes which also has a fast service. The recognition of this is essential
when planning supporting sustainable transport infrastructure such as the frequency of bus services to Leighton
Buzzard.

Summary:

The plan must recognise wider geography of the region & natural hinterland centres such as Leighton Buzzard, when
planning transport infrastructure. Cheddington is not a favoured node, rather the main station at Leighton with more
frequent & faster services.

Change to Plan

Last sentence to be replaced by: "To the east the main West Coast main line offers faster services to London & the
north accessed via Milton Keynes, Leighton Buzzard or more local stations such as Cheddington.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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607

Object

1. Background

1.55

Respondent: Mr Trevor Toms [29141]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The current routes south of Aylesbury are heavily congested (A41, A413), and the recent opening of the Arla
processing plant outside Aston Clinton has had a dramatic effect in worsening traffic. Cars are often stacked up from
the Adams garage junction (A41) back onto the dual carriageway Aston Clinton bypass.
Cars therefore cut back through Weston Turville onto the A413, which is now often at a standstill in evening rush hour
all the way to the Terrick section of the Wendover bypass.
Although Chiltern Railways remains one of the best lines for customer satisfaction, peak hour trains are overcrowded
from stations before Amersham, and car parks often full to capacity.
The plan to expand housing on the south side of Aylesbury will only exacerbate these issues.

Summary:

Existing transport infrastructure is already inadequate.
officer note: reassigned to 1.52 from 1.55 for relevance

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

Expand A41 bypass from Aston Clinton around Bierton (between Bierton and Hulcott, north of golf course) rejoin with
A41 near Fleet Marston.
This would enable A41 and A418 traffic to bypass Aylesbury completely.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 809 - 31035 - 1.55 - i

809

Object

1. Background

1.55

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Keith Ware [31035]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Existing Chiltern Railway services and car parking are already close to capacity at peak times. The development of
additional housing in the Vale will add additional strain to these services. It is already difficult to get a seat commuting
into London from Wendover, a service which is 45mins non-stop.
Has Chiltern Railway been consulted on proposed development housing numbers and anticipated increases in
commuter levels? Are they confident they can accommodate substantial increases in the level of commuters?

Summary:

Existing Chiltern Railway services and car parking are already close to capacity at peak times. The development of
additional housing in the Vale will add additional strain to these services. It is already difficult to get a seat commuting
into London from Wendover, a service which is 45mins non-stop.
Has Chiltern Railway been consulted on proposed development housing numbers and anticipated increases in
commuter levels? Are they confident they can accommodate substantial increases in the level of commuters?

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Consult Chiltern Railways and get assurances the existing rail network will be able to cope.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2724 - 32298 - 1.56 - iv

2724

Object

1. Background

1.56

Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

In light of the increasing demand for housing within the Oxford-Cambridge corridor supported in the Autumn 2017
Budget, we consider that the VALP is not robust enough to support national infrastructure objectives. The implications
of such commitments have not been considered adequately within the VALP and we consider that the plan needs to be
more longsighted, considering the cumulative impacts of the infrastructure commitments at adoption stage rather than
a piecemeal approach. The VALP should include a detailed policy and strategic objective on how they are going to
commit to budget spending and contribute towards achieving 1,000,000 homes by 2050.

Change to Plan

The VALP should include a detailed policy and strategic objective on how they are going to commit to budget spending
and contribute towards achieving 1,000,000 homes by 2050.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
1944c_Redacted.pdf
1944b_Redacted.pdf
Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Newton Longville_Site Location Plan.pdf
Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Completed Response Form_14122017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 381 - 29911 - 1.58 - None

381

Object

1. Background

1.58

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Both Hartwell House (Grade 1) and Eythrope House (Grade 2) (both with Registered Parks and Gardens) are also
important historic houses located a short distance from the western edge of Aylesbury Town in a highly vulnerable
location in terms of future development pressures (HS2; housing development for 1,550 dwellings on Aylesbury Towns
south-west fringe (D-AGT2); and possible Oxford-Cambridge Expressway proposals). For this reason, the early
acknowledgement in the Plan text (Para 1.58) is needed to flag up the existence of these important historic, cultural
and parkland assets which should be afforded the maximum protection as part of the emergent plan.

Summary:

Both Hartwell House (Grade 1) and Eythrope House (Grade 2) (both with Registered Parks and Gardens) are also
important historic houses located a short distance from the western edge of Aylesbury Town in a highly vulnerable
location in terms of future development pressures (HS2; housing development for 1,550 dwellings on Aylesbury Towns
south-west fringe (D-AGT2); and possible Oxford-Cambridge Expressway proposals). For this reason, the early
acknowledgement in the Plan text (Para 1.58) is needed to flag up the existence of these important historic, cultural
and parkland assets which should be afforded the maximum protection as part of the emergent plan.

Change to Plan

The District contains a wealth of historic houses and key landscapes, such as Waddesdon Manor, (INSERT) Eythrope
Park, Harwell House, Claydon House and Stowe Landscape

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 862 - 31928 - 1.58 - None

862

Support

1. Background

1.58

Respondent: Mr Nick Moody [31928]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The historic character of these villages is linked to the local landscape. It is important that this is recognised and its
retention protected. Its potential also for leisure activity and access by the local community should be given greater
emphasis.

Summary:

The historic character of these villages is linked to the local landscape. It is important that this is recognised and its
retention protected. Its potential also for leisure activity and access by the local community should be given greater
emphasis.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2075 - 29487 - 1.58 - iv

2075

Object

1. Background

1.58

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

The terms "built environment" and "historic environment" are not interchangeable; not all heritage assets are built and
the National Planning Policy Framework refers to the historic environment (distinguishing it from the built environment
in paragraph 7) and even includes a specific definition of the historic environment.
We welcome the reference to the 124 conservation areas, but wonder why there is no reference to the 2,896 listing
entries, 67 scheduled monuments and 10 registered historic parks and gardens in the district

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 860 - 29325 - 1.59 - None

860

Support

1. Background

1.59

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is a good introduction to the Chilterns AONB and its national importance

Summary:

This is a good introduction to the Chilterns AONB and its national importance

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2076 - 29487 - 1.59 - iv

2076

Object

1. Background

1.59

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

The terms "built environment" and "historic environment" are not interchangeable; not all heritage assets are built and
the National Planning Policy Framework refers to the historic environment (distinguishing it from the built environment
in paragraph 7) and even includes a specific definition of the historic environment.
We welcome the reference to the 124 conservation areas, but wonder why there is no reference to the 2,896 listing
entries, 67 scheduled monuments and 10 registered historic parks and gardens in the district

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 837 - 29373 - 1.60 - None

837

Object

1. Background

1.60

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Canal River Trust support this section however previously the Canal & River Trust suggested that the council may
wish to create a section relating directly to waterways to bring together all of the themes in one location, perhaps by
cross referencing to other policies, and this has been used successfully in other adopted local plans.
This section could highlight that waterways;
* Are a form of strategic and local infrastructure performing multiple functions (including sustainable transport, open
space and green infrastructure, flood risk, drainage and water supply), which is likely to be affected by all scales and
types of development
* Play a role in improving the physical environment, opportunities for people and the wider economy
* contribute to supporting climate change, carbon reduction and environmental sustainability
* bring public benefits including people's health and wellbeing
* support the delivery of economic, social and environmental benefits to local communities and the nation as a whole.

Summary:

The Canal & River Trust would prefer to see a canal related section which brings together reference to its multifunctionality and provides a specific policy to help determine development affecting the waterway, similar to the
approach taken to rivers and streams in Policy NE3.
Officer Note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 871 - 31928 - 1.60 - None

871

Support

1. Background

1.60

Respondent: Mr Nick Moody [31928]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Areas adjacent to these can also be an important and significant . They provide wildlife corridors, field patterns and
hedges, copses, trees, drainage streams and small ponds. These all contribute to the rural character and sense of
local identity that people living in an area experience.

Summary:

Areas adjacent to these can also be an important and significant . They provide wildlife corridors, field patterns and
hedges, copses, trees, drainage streams and small ponds. These all contribute to the rural character and sense of
local identity that people living in an area experience.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2078 - 29487 - 1.60 - iv

2078

Object

1. Background

1.60

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

The terms "built environment" and "historic environment" are not interchangeable; not all heritage assets are built and
the National Planning Policy Framework refers to the historic environment (distinguishing it from the built environment
in paragraph 7) and even includes a specific definition of the historic environment.
We welcome the reference to the 124 conservation areas, but wonder why there is no reference to the 2,896 listing
entries, 67 scheduled monuments and 10 registered historic parks and gardens in the district

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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874

Object

1. Background

1.61

Respondent: Mr Nick Moody [31928]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

These figures are not sufficiently upto date given the increase in the volume of traffic for example on the A422. That
volume or annual rate of increase will be directly linked to house numbers, population increases and business
development.
The large National Distribution centres that companies are building in Milton Keynes, Bicester for example will impact
on this figure as well.

Summary:

These figures are not sufficiently upto date given the increase in the volume of traffic for example on the A422. That
volume or annual rate of increase will be directly linked to house numbers, population increases and business
development.
The large National Distribution centres that companies are building in Milton Keynes, Bicester for example will impact
on this figure as well.

Change to Plan

Provide more upto date figures that project into the next five years.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2079 - 29487 - 1.61 - iv

2079

Object

1. Background

1.61

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

The terms "built environment" and "historic environment" are not interchangeable; not all heritage assets are built and
the National Planning Policy Framework refers to the historic environment (distinguishing it from the built environment
in paragraph 7) and even includes a specific definition of the historic environment.
We welcome the reference to the 124 conservation areas, but wonder why there is no reference to the 2,896 listing
entries, 67 scheduled monuments and 10 registered historic parks and gardens in the district

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 858 - 29325 - District key diagram - None

858

Object

1. Background

District key diagram

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please correct the typo in the key, Chiltern AONB should read Chilterns AONB

Summary:

Please correct the typo in the key, Chiltern AONB should read Chilterns AONB

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Chiltern AONB should read Chilterns AONB
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1906 - 32326 - District key diagram - i, ii, iii, iv

1906

Object

1. Background

District key diagram

Respondent: Gallagher Estates Ltd [32326]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Michael Knott) [29503]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Gallagher Estates Ltd., please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Proposed Submission.

Summary:

The Key Diagram found on page 22 of
the VALP identifies Milton Keynes (and
Bletchley) as "Neighbouring Settlements".
This approach does not adequately reflect
the sustainability credentials of Milton
Keynes including the southern edge of the
settlement located within Aylesbury Vale
District.

Change to Plan

2.2 Milton Keynes is identified within Policy
S2 of the VALP as a "strategic settlement".
This status should therefore be identified
on the Key Diagram.
2.3 We also note that East-West Rail is
shown up to the south-western edge of
Milton Keynes. East-West Rail extends
beyond this and is proposed to extend to
Bedford via Bletchley. This section of the
East-West Rail line

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 Eaton leys Vision doc g.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 28225 A5 DM 171212 Bucks HMA OAHN Review_Final_v2.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 VALP PROPOSED SUBMISSION DRAFT DECEMBER 2017 Response
form - Completed.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 347 - 28889 - 2.1 - i, ii, iii, iv

347

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.1

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The placing of over 16,300 houses around Aylesbury will actually lead to economic stagnation. The "orbital road"
strategy is based on flawed transport modelling which assumes traffic wants to go around Aylesbury when actually the
vast majority of traffic has a destination within the town centre.
With all the key schools, shops, and key employers (inc AVDC & BCC) being in or very close to the town centre people
ultimately want to be in the town centre. The placement of the houses around the town will cause more stress on the
town centre and people will continue to avoid it as they do now. This erroneous strategy of placing too many houses
around Aylesbury has lead to businesses like House Of Fraser already closing down as shoppers choose alternative
destinations to shop which are easier to get to (Milton Keynes, Wycombe, St Albans).
It is ironic that in the case of Aylesbury increasing population actually results in economic stagnation and not economic
growth. This is easy to understand when you closely examine the evidence of the Transport Strategy.
The social effects of this will mean conisdierabel out commuting as more and more business locate away from
Aylesbury and the planned jobs (no more than allocations on a map) do not materialise. Aylesbury is essentially already
a dormitory town and this trend will be significantly accelerated.

Summary:

The plan will lead to economic stagnation and social change as a result of a flawed Transport Strategy. The claimed
jobs growth with development will not materialise and thus it will leave Aylesbury increasingly becoming a dormitory
town.

Change to Plan

Reduce the number of houses being placed around Aylesbury and create a new town in the North of the Vale along the
East West Rail route (to tie in with Oxford to Cambridge Expressway)

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 422 - 30814 - 2.1 - i, ii, iii, iv

422

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.1

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The plan will lead to economic stagnation and social change as a result of a flawed Transport Strategy. The claimed
jobs growth with development will not materialise and thus it will leave Aylesbury increasingly becoming a dormitory
town. The proposed Garden Town which seems to include 16,000 houses to the South of Aylesbury is misguided and
consideration should be given to taking advantage of the Oxford Cambridge Expressway for a well designed New Town.

Summary:

The plan will lead to economic stagnation and social change as a result of a flawed Transport Strategy. The claimed
jobs growth with development will not materialise and thus it will leave Aylesbury increasingly becoming a dormitory
town. The proposed Garden Town which seems to include 16,000 houses to the South of Aylesbury is misguided and
consideration should be given to taking advantage of the Oxford Cambridge Expressway for a well designed New Town.

Change to Plan

Redo the flawed transport strategy.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1119 - 32300 - 2.1 - None

1119

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.1

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

LIH supports the overall vision and objectives for the District as set out in the VALP. In particular LIH supports
the Council's overall vision which is "to secure the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of the people
and businesses in the area".

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1213 - 32206 - 2.1 - None

1213

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.1

Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Change to Plan

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1213 - 32206 - 2.1 - None

1213

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

2.1

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 197 - 31845 - 2.4 - None

197

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Support is given to paragraph 2.4 i) 3 that identifies that transport links will have been improved by the provision of a
new station at Winslow on the East West Rail line.

Summary:

Support is given to paragraph 2.4 i) 3 that identifies that transport links will have been improved by the provision of a
new station at Winslow on the East West Rail line.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 382 - 29911 - 2.4 - None

382

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Para 2.4 (g) (8) - Important to flag up that both Waddesdon Manor and Hartwell House are both within the ownership of
the National Trust, which underpins these properties accessibility and attractiveness as tourist destinations. Indeed,
Waddesdon Manor attracts over 400,000 visitors per year.

Summary:

Para 2.4 (g) (8) - Important to flag up that both Waddesdon Manor and Hartwell House are both within the ownership of
the National Trust, which underpins these properties accessibility and attractiveness as tourist destinations. Indeed,
Waddesdon Manor attracts over 400,000 visitors per year.

Change to Plan

(g) (8). be increasingly seen as a tourist destination and used as a base to explore local tourism attractions such as
(INSERT) the National Trust properties at Waddesdon Manor and Hartwell House; Wendover Woods, the Chilterns
AONB and other tranquil attractive areas

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 501 - 31914 - 2.4 - None

501

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Mrs Nicky Gregory [31914]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

a. The statement 'The Green Belt will be strongly defined and protected from inappropriate development', is of concern
because of the word 'inappropriate' is ambiguous and can be interpreted in many ways. I would like to see complete
protection for the Green Belt.

Summary:

a. The statement 'The Green Belt will be strongly defined and protected from inappropriate development', is of concern
because of the word 'inappropriate' is ambiguous and can be interpreted in many ways. I would like to see complete
protection for the Green Belt.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 570 - 29372 - 2.4 - i, ii, iv

570

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paragraph 2.4 sets out the Vision for those areas within the District where change is likely to have occurred by the end
of the plan period and specifically refers to Aylesbury (sub paragraph g), Buckingham (sub paragraph h) and the rural
areas (sub paragraph i) where development is to be focussed at Winslow, Haddenham, Wendover and other larger
sustainable villages.
It is notable that even though the Local Plan provides for "2,212" dwellings on sites adjacent to Milton Keynes (Policies
S2 f and Table 1), the Spatial Vision contains no reference to the sustainable growth to Milton Keynes and Bletchley
which will have occurred within AVDC's administrative area by the end of the plan period. Further, in view of the scope
to provide for significantly more development in this sustainable location, (as reflected in the 'Plan:MK Strategic
Development Directions' Consultation Paper), it is incumbent that the Vision fully reflects the opportunity to provide for
sustainable development within this area.

Summary:

It is notable that although the Local Plan provides for "2,212" dwellings on sites adjacent to Milton Keynes (Policies S2 f
and Table 1), the Spatial Vision contains no reference to the sustainable growth to Milton Keynes and Bletchley which
will have occurred within AVDC's administrative area by the end of the plan period. Further, in view of the scope to
provide for significantly more development in this sustainable location, it is incumbent that the Vision fully reflects the
opportunity to provide for sustainable development within this area.

Change to Plan

It is therefore requested that an additional sub paragraph is added to paragraph 2.4 which addresses the Sustainable
Urban Extension(s) which will have been developed on land adjoining and within the vicinity of Milton Keynes and
Bletchley.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 714 - 32095 - 2.4 - None

714

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust [32095]

Agent:

Full Text:

Castle Planning (Mrs Julia Riddle) [32094]

The Spatial Vision identifies Westcott Venture Park as one of Aylesbury Vale's allocated Enterprise Zone sites. The
Enterprise Zone designation allows for the creation of a major economic growth opportunity at Westcott Venture Park.
The development which can and will come forward in this location, particularly as a result of the Enterprise Zone
designation, will have the potential to enhance and transform this existing strategic employment site and attract new
investment into it.
The development at Westcott Venture Park will result in the expansion of its unique function as a centre of space
propulsion and environmental engineering, with a concentration of high-tech research and development businesses in
the fields of satellite and future propulsion systems. This will enable and facilitate a primary cluster of UK space
organisations all using the test facilities. The development intended through the EZ at Westcott will ultimately facilitate
the delivery of 72,000 sq.m of new commercial floor space and up to 880 skilled jobs.
This anticipated development is underway, with a number of current planning applications, including in relation to works
to upgrade the roundabout entrance to the site, to improve its accessibility and enable the delivery of this growth. We
therefore overall support the Spatial Vision of the Plan, particularly in relation to Westcott Venture Park and the
anticipated growth in employment floorspace anticipated in this location during the Plan period and as part of the EZ
designation.

Summary:

Support for the identification of Westcott Venture Park and the Enterprise Zone status and reinforcement of the
significance of this in terms of the delivery of future employment use.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 875 - 29325 - 2.4 - None

875

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The coverage of AONB in the vision and strategic objectives does not give 'great weight' to the AONB (as it should
under NPPF para 115). It is mentioned once (in relation to Aylesbury being a tourism base for exploring the area) and
not at all in the rural areas section of the vision. The Chilterns AONB is an iconic nationally protected landscape, which
attracts 55 million visits a year and Aylesbury Vale residents benefit from the health and well-being benefits of having
the Chilterns AONB on their doorstep.

Summary:

The coverage of AONB in the vision and strategic objectives does not give 'great weight' to the AONB (as it should
under NPPF para 115). It is mentioned once (in relation to Aylesbury being a tourism base for exploring the area) and
not at all in the rural areas section of the vision. The Chilterns AONB is an iconic nationally protected landscape, which
attracts 55 million visits a year and Aylesbury Vale residents benefit from the health and well-being benefits of having
the Chilterns AONB on their doorstep.

Change to Plan

The Chilterns Conservation Board would like to see more emphasis on the AONB in the spatial vision and strategic
objectives. Add:
We will have protected the Chilterns AONB and valued nature both for its own sake and the things it gives us - like
clean water*, food and space to breathe.
*much of Aylesbury Vale's water comes from the crystal clear chalk headwaters that spring out the slopes on the
Chilterns escarpment

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 912 - 32150 - 2.4 - i, ii, iii, iv

912

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: West Haddenham Landowners [32150]

Agent:

Full Text:

Stina Hokby [32149]

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.
Alongside the Oxford/Cambridge proposals, the proposed new calculation of OAN will result in an increase in housing
numbers both for AVDC and importantly its neighbours on Haddenham's side of the district (e.g. Wycombe).
The West Haddenham Landowners believe that the re-instatement of the New Settlement Policy (D2) would improve
the soundness of the VALP and represent positive planning.

Summary:

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.
Alongside the Oxford/Cambridge proposals, the proposed new calculation of OAN will result in an increase in housing
numbers both for AVDC and importantly its neighbours on Haddenham's side of the district (e.g. Wycombe).
The West Haddenham Landowners believe that the re-instatement of the New Settlement Policy (D2) would improve
the soundness of the VALP and represent positive planning.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
West Haddenham_VALP Vision Document.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 934 - 29069 - 2.4 - i, ii, iii, iv

934

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Mr Stuart Twigg [29069]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Garden town Status

Summary:

Garden town Status

Change to Plan

Aylesbury plans to be a garden town by ripping up the countryside and replacing it with houses. Aylesbury will become
a major town, greater in size of Chester.
It will consume the villages, in effect creating a linear town stretching from the Thame to Wendover, devoid of character
as it it further becomes a dormitory town with poor links to London.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1134 - 32321 - 2.4 - i, ii, iii, iv

1134

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Aylesbury related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

In short, a positive and aspirational growth orientated spatial vision should form the basis for the development of the
more detailed polices of the VALP. This would satisfy the requirements of the NPPF, respond to the economic and
underlying trends in the area, respond to the Oxford-MK-Cambridge Growth and infrastructure Opportunities and drive
the agenda for all agencies involved in its implementation and best meet the needs of all sections of the community.

Change to Plan

The vision should explain that the delivery of all mitigating infrastructure should be ensured by development and that
development should be planned to achieve the delivery of infrastructure
Para 6 should indicate that the Neighbourhood planning process will lead the identification of new sites for
development and only in the absence of a plan will allocations set out in the VALP in Buckingham will become relevant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hallam Land Management 32321 Aylesbury Representations (Appendix 1 to Rep on Policy S2)_Redacted.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Aylesbury Representations (Appendix 2 to Rep on Policy S2).pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 HALLAM AYLESBURY REPS FORM.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1136 - 32324 - 2.4 - i, ii, iii, iv

1136

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.4

Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Vision does not properly recognise the role of Wendover and the need for a housing sites within the parish

Change to Plan

Vision to reference land east of Wendover for housing

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
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Respondent: The Hampden Fields Consortium [32336]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

The HFC wish to express their support to the vision and objectives of the Proposed Submission VALP.
In particular, the HFC support the identification of Aylesbury as a strategic settlement (Draft Policy
53), which in January 2017 was given "Garden Town" status. As indicated at paragraph 4.2 of the
Proposed Submission VALP, Aylesbury is identified as playing a substantial and critical role in
delivering growth for the district and the rest of Buckinghamshire. The HFC support this statement.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1851_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Criterion i) states that growth in villages will be according to 'capacity and needs'.
We note that the focus of the NPPF is upon delivering sustainable development, including in rural areas. The NPPF
takes a positive approach toward development and calls upon LPA's to find solutions to development and not barriers.
Section 7 of the NPPF talks about planning positively for healthy communities and paragraph 55 seeks enhancement
of rural communities. The emphasis is to provide the infrastructure to support development, rather than restrict
development.

Change to Plan

The word 'capacity' should be deleted from the policy. The policy already requires that any growth should be
'sustainable', so no further changes or additions are required.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes
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No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S2 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 4.151 to 4.154 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) H6_Redacted.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) NL plan.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

LIH supports the Spatial Vision that by 2033 Aylesbury Vale will see a sustainable amount and distribution of
growth to meet needs and which will contribute to creating a thriving, diverse, safe, vibrant place to live, work
and visit where all residents enjoy a high quality of life. In particular, providing new housing in sustainable
locations alongside necessary infrastructure to meet housing needs is strongly supported.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
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Respondent: Gallagher Estates Ltd [32326]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Michael Knott) [29503]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Gallagher Estates Ltd., please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Proposed Submission.

Summary:

2.4 Paragraph 2.4 of the VALP sets out the
Spatial Vision for the District up to 2033.
Parts g. to i. provide a vision for each
strategic settlement and the rural areas.
No reference is made, however, to Milton
Keynes including land adjoining Milton
Keynes within Aylesbury Vale District as
a location for (strategic) growth). This
includes the opportunity for development
at Eaton Leys which is a sustainable
location for strategic growth.

Change to Plan

2.5 We therefore consider the Spatial
Vision to be unsound and it is inconsistent
with Policy S2 and does not adequately
reflect the growth needs of the District
in accordance with national policy.
The Spatial Vision should therefore be
modified to include a vision for the
southern edge of Milton Keynes as a
location for strategic growth alongside the
existing and planned infrastructure in this
part of the District

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 VALP PROPOSED SUBMISSION DRAFT DECEMBER 2017 Response
form - Completed.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 28225 A5 DM 171212 Bucks HMA OAHN Review_Final_v2.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 Eaton leys Vision doc g.pdf
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Criterion i) states that growth in villages will be according to 'capacity and needs'.
We note that the focus of the NPPF is upon delivering sustainable development, including in rural areas. The NPPF
takes a positive approach toward development and calls upon LPA's to find solutions to development and not barriers.
Section 7 of the NPPF talks about planning positively for healthy communities and paragraph 55 seeks enhancement
of rural communities. The emphasis is to provide the infrastructure to support development, rather than restrict
development.

Change to Plan

The word 'capacity' should be deleted from the policy. The policy already requires that any growth should be
'sustainable', so no further changes or additions are required.
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 4.151 to 4.154 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) H6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_12 SLP.PDF
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_11A Framework.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S2 GU_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

supports the references to heritage and cultural assets being protected and, where possible, enhanced, as part of the
positive strategy for conserving and enjoying, and clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by
paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
We also welcome and support the commitments in g.6 to "a renaissance to the town that protects and promotes its
historic core" and in i.1. to "heritage......assets protected and where possible enhanced" for the same reason, but do
not understand why there is no commitment to the protection and enhancement of the heritage assets in Buckingham.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

concerned about the current evidence to support the allocation of land at RAF Halton for housing and in particular the
decision to identify the site for redevelopment given its location within the Green Belt; and the assessment of the
availability and deliverability of the site for development which appears to be uncertain at present. We consider that a
robust and objective assessment of the potential for housing delivery must be undertaken before RAF Halton is
included as an allocation. As such, we consider that references to redevelopment at RAF Halton should be deleted
from the spatial vision.

Change to Plan

We request that the spatial vision includes references to development at land to the South West of Milton Keynes; the
proposed allocation at Policy D-NLV001 and our request for an additional strategic allocation at Site Ref. NLV020.
We request that references to redevelopment at RAF Halton is deleted from the spatial vision, until further work has
been undertaken on the impact of development on the Green Belt and the availability and deliverability of the site for
development are confirmed.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We support the principles outlines above for the Parish of Wendover itself.
Given the limited allocation in Wendover (given as 128 in the VALP) it is hoped that
the small scale developments for which planning permission has been granted. Residents
have commented on the need for smaller scale housing with gardens suitable for first
time buyers, or tenants, and the need for retirement housing so older residents can
downsize. They have also commented on the need for integration of new housing
into the community to reflect the place and be of a suitable and appropriate design
style

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
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Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

Welcome AVDC's aspirations in objective d that improved transport and infrastructure links between Oxford, Milton
Keynes, Bedford and Cambridge will ensure that local businesses within the District will continue to thrive and grow and
attract new enterprise and inward investment.

Change to Plan

N/A

Officer note: see attachment for full representation
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Not Specified
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Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
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Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Use of mixed numbering as in section 2.4 which is spread over three pages.
It would be better to use a consistent decimal based 1.1.1 type of format
which is far easier to tell what the reference is to a particular part.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Buckingham related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

In short, a positive and aspirational growth orientated spatial vision should form the basis for the development of the
more detailed polices of the VALP. This would satisfy the requirements of the NPPF, respond to the economic and
underlying trends in the area, respond to the Oxford-MK-Cambridge Growth and infrastructure Opportunities and drive
the agenda for all agencies involved in its implementation and best meet the needs of all sections of the community.

Change to Plan

The vision should explain that the delivery of all mitigating infrastructure should be ensured by development and that
development should be planned to achieve the delivery of infrastructure. Para 6 should indicate that the Neighbourhood
planning process will lead the identification of new sites for development and only in the absence of a plan will
allocations set out in the VALP in Buckingham will become relevant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy S2)_Redacted.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 (Buckingham) Representations on the VALP 14 12 2017.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy D2).pdf
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Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

In light of the increasing demand for housing within the Oxford-Cambridge corridor supported in the Autumn 2017
Budget, we consider that the VALP is not robust enough to support national infrastructure objectives. The implications
of such commitments have not been considered adequately within the VALP and we consider that the plan needs to be
more longsighted, considering the cumulative impacts of the infrastructure commitments at adoption stage rather than
a piecemeal approach. The VALP should include a detailed policy and strategic objective on how they are going to
commit to budget spending and contribute towards achieving 1,000,000 homes by 2050.

Change to Plan

The VALP should include a detailed policy and strategic objective on how they are going to commit to budget spending
and contribute towards achieving 1,000,000 homes by 2050.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
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Attachments:
1944c_Redacted.pdf
1944b_Redacted.pdf
Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Newton Longville_Site Location Plan.pdf
Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Completed Response Form_14122017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 372 - 29329 - 2.5 - None

372

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.5

Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 372 - 29329 - 2.5 - None

372

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.5

strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 372 - 29329 - 2.5 - None

372

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.5

Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Delaitre, Helen 29329, NHS 28182 - CCG response to_ Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) Proposed
Submission_FINAL.pdf
Delaitre, Helen 29329, NHS 28182 Draft Plan Representations_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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529

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.5

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

2.4 h The bulk of this Local Plan refers to Aylesbury and its garden town status. However, it is written without due care
and attention to the very different circumstances that prevail in all the other settlements within the Vale. With a
population of just over 71,000, Aylesbury exceeds its 'second' strategic settlement, Buckingham by approximately
58,000. (Census 2011). Systems and objectives that meet densely populated centres are not achievable in the rest of
the Vale and should not be coupled with Aylesbury (para 2.4 c).
Buckingham may be the second largest settlement but in terms of its other "wide ranging facilities", it is weaker than
Haddenham and Wendover as it has no rail links and has no stronger employment base than other settlements. (para
1.30) There is a regular and good express bus service between Oxford and Cambridge via Milton Keynes but adjacent
parking to bus stops is extremely limited, thereby reducing its effectiveness to residents from nearby settlements.
Para 1.33 We object to the inference that it is ONLY the south part of the district that has substantial tracts of high
quality landscape. The northern half has remained rural thanks to substantial private ownership (Stowe and Claydon
House) and hitherto has not needed to be given a specific designation. The truth is that, as hitherto it has not been
subject to massive development resulting from overspill from London, it has not come under the 'green belt' spotlight.
However, as the proposals now seek to accommodate unprecedented development (dwellings, roads, rail, retail
centres), similar to that which overtook the southern half of the district in the early part of the 20th century, it now
urgently requires recognition for its intrinsic landscape quality and agricultural value.
In Maids Moreton, none of the stated objectives as set out in Policy S1 relate to the village and its requirements.
Policy S1:
b) the site will not MINIMISE the need for travel
d) it is a greenfield site without adequate road access
e) the impact of a development of this size will be severely negative and has no hope of building an integrated
community (f)
i) access to healthcare, library, secondary school and other community facilities rely on Buckingham, which would be at
least 2 km. distance
Sustainability Tests:
Economically, the village cannot support additional transport infrastructure to support 170 dwellings on MMO006.
Access roads are confined to narrow village streets and lanes and cannot accommodate the sort of activity this
proposed development would generate. Public transport does not provide an hourly service (as stated). Realistically,
the topography does not allow for easy access by foot or cycle. Private Car transport (coupled with delivery vans)
would be by far and away the only realistic choice of transport, leading to increased congestion in the centre of
Buckingham.

Summary:

Buckingham may be the second largest settlement but in terms of its other "wide ranging facilities", it is weaker than
Haddenham and Wendover as it has no rail links and has no stronger employment base than other settlements. We
object to the inference that it is ONLY the south part of the district that has substantial tracts of high quality landscape.
Rural areas north of Aylesbury now urgently require recognition for their intrinsic landscape quality and agricultural
value. In paarticular, the site MMO006 requires re-evaluation.

Change to Plan

There must be stronger policies, similar to Green Belt designations, that protect the quality of rural landscapes around
settlements.
Details of design, in both buildings and soft landscape must be locally led and formulated with each parish within the
settlement.
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
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VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1845 - 32336 - 2.5 - None

1845

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.5

Respondent: The Hampden Fields Consortium [32336]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

The HFC wish to express their support to the vision and objectives of the Proposed Submission VALP.
In particular, the HFC support the identification of Aylesbury as a strategic settlement (Draft Policy
53), which in January 2017 was given "Garden Town" status. As indicated at paragraph 4.2 of the
Proposed Submission VALP, Aylesbury is identified as playing a substantial and critical role in
delivering growth for the district and the rest of Buckinghamshire. The HFC support this statement.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1851_Redacted.pdf
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2081

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.5

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome and support Objective 5 and, in principle, Objective 6 as part of the positive strategy for conserving and
enjoying, and clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National
Planning Policy Framework. However, whilst the reference to managing development is understandable in a local plan,
the Council can and should do more to ensure the protection and enhancement of the district's built, natural and
historic environment.

Change to Plan

We think the words "positive", "enhancing" and deliver" in the requirements of the NPPF for local plans as set out at
the beginning of this letter are significant, and we believe that the Plan (and Council) should be proactive in the
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment. National Planning Practice Guidance states "Such a
[positive] strategy should recognise that conservation is not a passive exercise", whilst paragraph 9 of the National
Planning Policy Framework explains that "pursuing sustainable development involves seeking positive improvements in
the quality of the built, natural and historic environment".
We therefore look to local plans to contain commitments to positive measures for the historic environment e.g. a
programme of completing and reviewing conservation area appraisals, the implementation of Article 4 Directions where
the special interest of a conservation area is being lost through permitted development, the completion of a list of
locally important heritage assets or a survey of grade II buildings at risk.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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198

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Objection is raised to paragraph 2.6 part 4 that promotes a capacity-led approach to delivering housing. This is a
change in emphasis from previous iterations of the plan that promoted a strategy that provided a proportion of housing
to settlements throughout the District. The previous approach included 70 dwellings being allocated at Gawcott and
now through utilising the capacity based approach there are no new allocations at this settlement. It is considered that
the previous approach is a more sustainable way of delivering housing and ensuring that a proportionate level of
housing is provided across the District.

Summary:

Objection is raised to paragraph 2.6 part 4 that promotes a capacity-led approach to delivering housing. This is a
change in emphasis from previous iterations of the plan that promoted a strategy that provided a proportion of housing
to settlements throughout the District. The previous approach included 70 dwellings being allocated at Gawcott and
now through utilising the capacity based approach there are no new allocations at this settlement. It is considered that
the previous approach is a more sustainable way of delivering housing and ensuring that a proportionate level of
housing is provided across the District.

Change to Plan

The identification of a capacity based approach should be deleted from this paragraph.
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Legal?
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545

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

When referring to housing growth, "homes" is NOT an appropriate term. residential units are 'houses', 'dwellings',
'apartments'. The only exception is 'Care Home'.

Summary:

When referring to housing growth, "homes" is NOT an appropriate term. residential units are 'houses', 'dwellings',
'apartments'. The only exception is 'Care Home'.

Change to Plan

Just change all reference to 'homes' as above

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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572

Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Objective 2
Rey Construction objects to the qualification of providing for "unmet needs from elsewhere" by the statement "if
reasonable and sustainable". The Council has committed to meeting the unmet need of 8,000 dwellings arising in the
Councils to the south of the District and states in paragraph 1.12 that sufficient suitable and deliverable sites have been
found to meet this need. Consequently, this issue should not be the subject of on-going consideration once the Plan
has been adopted.
Objective 4
In commenting on the Spatial Vision, it has been noted that there is no reference to the provision within the Local Plan
for the sustainable growth of Milton Keynes and Bletchley which will have occurred within AVDC's administrative area
by the end of the plan period. The same omission has been made in Objective 4 which solely refers to the focus of
development being Aylesbury Garden Town, Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover, together with an
appropriate level of development at the most sustainable settlements in the rural areas.

Summary:

2: As the Council has committed to meeting the unmet need of 8,000 dwellings arising in the Councils to the south of
the District, this issue should not be the subject of on-going consideration once the Plan has been adopted.
4: There is no reference to the provision within the Local Plan for the sustainable growth of Milton Keynes and Bletchley
which will have occurred within AVDC's administrative area by the end of the plan period.

Change to Plan

Objective 2 should be amended by the deletion of the phrase "if reasonable and sustainable".
Objective 4 should be amended by the addition of the phrase "....................Winslow, and Wendover AND ADJOINING
MILTON KEYNES / BLETCHLEY, together with an appropriate level of development at the most sustainable
settlements................." (Capitalised text indicates requested change).
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Legal?
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Yes
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672

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

2.6 WPC wholeheartedly supports the 'Objectives' table, and especially no. 4, which promotes a capacity led
development approach in accordance with settlement hierarchy. This should guarantee that the best economic results
will be delivered to Aylesbury Vale, as opposed to adjoining districts such as Milton Keynes.

Summary:

2.6 WPC wholeheartedly supports the 'Objectives' table, and especially no. 4, which promotes a capacity led
development approach in accordance with settlement hierarchy. This should guarantee that the best economic results
will be delivered to Aylesbury Vale, as opposed to adjoining districts such as Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
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751

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

BA supports the Vision and Objectives, particularly objective 4 and its reference to an "Aylesbury Garden Town first"
approach to development allocations.

Summary:

BA supports the Vision and Objectives, particularly objective 4 and its reference to an "Aylesbury Garden Town first"
approach to development allocations.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
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N/A
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Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Chilterns Conservation Board would like to see the setting of the Chilterns AONB referred to in the objectives.
Development in the setting of the AONB can harm the AONB. The setting of the AONB is the area within which
development and land management proposals, by virtue of their nature, size, scale, siting, materials or design could
have an impact on the natural beauty and special qualities of the AONB. Please see the Chilterns Conservation
Board's Position Statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the Chilterns AONB available here
www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development.html which contains advice on harm and principles
for avoiding harm.

Summary:

Chilterns Conservation Board would like to see the setting of the Chilterns AONB referred to in the objectives.
Development in the setting of the AONB can harm the AONB. The setting of the AONB is the area within which
development and land management proposals, by virtue of their nature, size, scale, siting, materials or design could
have an impact on the natural beauty and special qualities of the AONB. Please see the Chilterns Conservation
Board's Position Statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the Chilterns AONB available here
www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development.html which contains advice on harm and principles
for avoiding harm.

Change to Plan

Add "and its setting" to read:
"Planning positively for biodiversity and green infrastructure, the overall approach will minimise development on highquality agricultural land, conserve and enhance areas of sensitive landscape including the Chilterns AONB and its
setting and designated local landscapes and achieve high-quality design and building at appropriate densities."
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1031

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

We welcome the identification of a key strategic objective for the plan of delivering "balanced sustainable growth" to
meet the needs of new and existing residents. Similarly, the identification of an objective to promote the enhancement
of the district's town and local centres, together with village facilities is supported.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
No
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Attachments:
1842a_Redacted.pdf
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
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Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service (Mr Staurt
Gowanlock) [32219]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached a letter containing our representations in relation to Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

We note, in particular, the significant expansion of Aylesbury to the East and North-West and the designation of
Wendover / Halton Camp as a strategic settlement. We will consider and advise inclusion of fire services at point d as
part of this. This should largely consist of ensuring adequate provision of fire-fighting infrastructure such as of the
potential implications of this for fire cover along this axis as we develop our 2020-25 Public Safety Plan together with
any potential requirements for new fire station and / or 'standby' facilities for fire crews which may generate the need for
land allocations.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Gowanlock Stuart 32219 BFRS Response.pdf
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Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

There is a clear contradiction between what is here and the allocation of sites around Newton Longville (or Whaddon as
in previous version of VALP). It is not clear that in all cases there are strategic or delivery policies to cover all aspects
within the vision and strategic objectives. Objective 3 within paragraph lists a number of matters to be secured,
however not all of what is then listed is provided for within subsequent
policies. There should be a clear commitment to "I before E" - that infrastructure is
provided before expansion.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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1513

Support

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

Objective 1 (Paragraph 2.6) outlines that provision will be made for balanced sustainable growth which will
deliver new housing and jobs to meet the needs of new and existing residents through a flexible and pro-active
approach to promoting sustainable development which includes a combination of new allocations, protection
of existing sites, redevelopment of previously developed land and a more intensive use or conversion of existing
sites. To ensure a more robust and sound approach in delivering sustainable growth over the plan period, this
objective should make reference to reserve sites at strategic settlements. This matter is discussed throughout
this representation.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf

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

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

The principle of providing for the housing and employment needs of the new and existing population, including
unmet needs from elsewhere if reasonable and sustainable is supported, as per Objective 2 (Paragraph 2.6).
This objective is consistent with the relevant provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf

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

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

Objective 4 is supported. After growth at Aylesbury, the VALP directs growth to the other strategic settlements
including Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
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Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Plan does not allocate housing development at Wendover on basis of the objectives

Change to Plan

Plan should allocate housing development at Wendover on basis of the objectives

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
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Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: High Speed 2 Limited (HS2 Ltd) () [31578]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd on the above matter, we have the following comments and observations to make on
the document.
High level references are made to HS2 Act and formal Safeguarding Directions applying to the district and as such
there are no immediate concerns in 'soundness' terms from a safeguarding planning perspective.
On a more detailed level it is noted that policies related to Garden town delivery and the land South west of Aylesbury
feature in the Strategic vision and there is also a reference to; 'work on cycle route design and how it interacts with
HS2 will be completed to maximise the benefits and connectivity between communities and the countryside.' In each of
those cases the local authority will be aware that discussions between HS2 Ltd and relevant parties are ongoing
through the statutory referral process for the planning application and/or Environmental Statement Scoping Reports
respectively and safeguarding objectives will need to be protected in each case.
Other observations are as follows:
* P.16 para 1.17 - It is the HS2 Act that will require HS2 to be suitably mitigated, rather than the Local Plan.
* P27 refers to working with partners to deliver broadband/telecoms along the HS2 route. It should be noted that the
Department for Transport led on this matter, as the recommendation was essentially aimed at Government, rather than
HS2 per se. The Government response to the House of Commons Select Committee final report - see:
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/hs2/Report/dft-response-hs2-select-committee-march2016.pdf - responded to the recommendation in paragraph 113, and essentially said that DfT would work with DCMS on
the issue.
* 7.14 "Work on cycle route design and how it interacts with the HS2 will be completed to maximise benefits and
connectivity between communities and the countryside". This statement would be more accurate by referring to route
wide cycle commitments that the Promoter/HS2 Nominated Undertaker have made through formal Undertakings and
Assurances to the Cycling Touring Club of Great Britain.
* P.78 points i-o this list of requirements is relatively standard, but onerous for any developer to comply with in practice.
If any developer were to implement all of this they should only need to engage with HS2 Ltd with regard to our current
design for infrastructure and mitigation to ensure it is appropriately incorporated and accounted for in their masterplan,
particularly if they want to change any of the proposed mitigation.
* Policy T2 on P.205 looks reasonable, except for its expectation that HS2 will "preserve sites of archaeological or
historic interest". Arguably this is an academic point in light of the HS2 Act.
* P.276 - Glossary - having achieved Royal Assent for Phase One of the railway in February 2017, awarding our main
works civils contracts, depositing the hybrid Bill for Phase 2a and announcing the route for Phase 2b it should be
recognised that High Speed 2 is going ahead.
* From checking the Environmental Statement, the only correction (Box 6.4) would be that HS2 works have
commenced in 2017 (rather than expected to commence).
If there are any queries in relation to the points made in this response do not hesitate to contact me.

Summary:

P27 refers to working with partners to deliver broadband/telecoms along the HS2 route. Department for Transport led
on this matter, as the recommendation was essentially aimed at Government, rather than HS2 per se. The
Government response to the House of Commons Select Committee final report essentially said that DfT would work
with DCMS on the issue.

Change to Plan

Recognise HS2 context for broadband
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Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

There is very little in the Plan to deliver this vision. In fact there are no strategic policies regarding education, so it is
difficult to see how this will be delivered and thus goes to the soundness of the Plan.

Change to Plan

7.5 Proposed Modification
7.5i VALP needs to include more robust statements of ways in which the infrastructure required to accommodate such
significant growth will be robustly identified and then to ensure this essential infrastructure is delivered.
7.5ii Ox-Cambs Expressway. VALP needs to be modified to protect land, potentially required for the Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway, from any form of development until the decision on the final route has been taken.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 NBPPC DRAFT FULL REPRESENTATION TO THE SUBMISSION VALP FINAL.pdf
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 ]VALP response 121217 Cov Ltr.pdf
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Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

concerned that the strategic objectives contained in Paragraph 2.6 also fail to mention the role that development on the
edge of Milton Keynes could make to those objectives; and ignores the opportunities of delivering housing in
sustainable locations and connecting new development with significant transport infrastructure projects that are
available in this area. The strategic objectives as currently drafted appear inconsistent with Policy S2: Spatial Strategy
for Growth which does refer to the strategy's inclusion of strategic scale development on the edge of Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

We request that the same changes are made to strategic objectives as those requested for the spatial vision.
We request that the strategic objectives include references to development at land to the South West of Milton Keynes;
the proposed allocation at Policy D-NLV001 and our request for an additional strategic allocation at Site Ref. NLV020.
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Legal?
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
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Object

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Aylesbury related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

The spatial strategy should provide a further and particular recognition of the role of Buckingham in the vision for the
District.
Aylesbury Garden Town is now prioritised as the first location for growth in the District.
In contrast Buckingham is treated in the same terms as Haddenham Winslow and Wendover (and other settlements).
The approach is one of constraint and does not reflect the positive vision or opportunities for the town.
The importance of prioritising development at both Aylesbury and Buckingham ahead of other settlements and
locations is necessary for the Plan to be sound and positively prepared and effective.

Change to Plan

Objective 4 (para 2.6) should be amended as follows:
Development will be allocated in accordance with the settlement hierarchy taking a capacity-led approach. It is also an
Aylesbury Garden Town first approach. Therefore, the main focus of development will be in sustainable locations at
Aylesbury Garden Town where the majority of development will be located and in locations to support the growth of and
investment in Buckingham. The remainder of housing will be then be located in the next most sustainable locations, the
other strategic settlements, which are Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover, together with an appropriate level of
development at the most sustainable settlements in the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan rural areas.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hallam Land Management 32321 Aylesbury Representations (Appendix 2 to Rep on Policy S2).pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 HALLAM AYLESBURY REPS FORM.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Aylesbury Representations (Appendix 1 to Rep on Policy S2)_Redacted.pdf

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

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

There is very little in the Plan to deliver objective 3(a) and vision f. In fact there are no strategic policies regarding
education, so it is difficult to see how this will be delivered and thus goes to the soundness of the Plan. Whilst
provisions are made within site allocations eg Salden Chase, the accumulated effect of a number of smaller
developments within an area such as Buckingham [especially when Maids Moreton allocation is also included] means
that no one site would be large enough on which to require a new school. There is no delivery strategy for such need.

Change to Plan
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Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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None

Attachments:
Stuchbury, Robin 32366, Buckingham Town Council 31945 - Final Buckingham Town Council response.pdf

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

2. Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.6

Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Buckingham related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

The spatial strategy should provide a further and particular recognition of the role of Buckingham in the vision for the
District. Aylesbury Garden Town is now prioritised as the first location for growth in the District. In contrast Buckingham
is treated in the same terms as Haddenham Winslow and Wendover (and other settlements). The approach is one of
constraint and does not reflect the positive vision or opportunities for the town. The importance of prioritising
development at both Aylesbury and Buckingham ahead of other settlements and locations is necessary for the Plan to
be sound and positively prepared and effective.

Change to Plan

Objective 4 (para 2.6) should be amended as follows: Development will be allocated in accordance with the settlement
hierarchy taking a capacity-led approach. It is also an Aylesbury Garden Town first approach. Therefore, the main
focus of development will be in sustainable locations at Aylesbury Garden Town where the majority of development will
be located and in locations to support the growth of and investment in Buckingham. The remainder of housing will be
then be located in the next most sustainable locations, the other strategic settlements, which are Haddenham, Winslow
and Wendover, together with an appropriate level of development at the most sustainable settlements in the Proposed
Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan rural areas.
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Attachments:
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy D2).pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 (Buckingham) Representations on the VALP 14 12 2017.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy S2)_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 349 - 28889 - 3.3 - i, ii, iii, iv

349

Object

3. Strategic

3.3

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The placement of too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation.

Summary:

The placement of too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation.

Change to Plan

Reduce the number of houses at Aylesbury and develop a new town along the East West rail route.
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Object

3. Strategic

3.3

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The placement of too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This policy can be neither justified nor an effective strategy

Summary:

The placement of too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This policy can be neither justified nor an effective strategy

Change to Plan

Reassess the strategic case for this level of development
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Object

3. Strategic

3.3

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Dear Sirs,
The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ("VALP")
My comments on specific areas of the draft Plan are as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 - Sustainable development
Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
3.15 - New settlement
AVDC should be forward looking and should be working with national government to leverage the
huge opportunities presented by infrastructure provision envisaged by the National Infrastructure
Commission regarding East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
The western end of EWR is due for delivery within the draft VALP horizon. It does not appear to
have been considered adequately in the draft VALP.
Recommendation 4 of the National Infrastructure Commission's interim report says, in relation to
the East West Rail and Oxford - Cambridge Expressway projects:
"To fully maximise the benefits of the project local authorities should recognise the transformational
benefits of East West Rail and develop and agree, working with national government, an ambitious
strategy for housing development and deliver around stations and station towns." (my emphasis)
The proposed route options for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway should be properly considered.
Option A (the 'green route') passes just to the North of Aylesbury
Option B (the 'purple route') passes between Aylesbury and Bicester, running parallel with the East
West Rail route.
Why wouldn't you consider a new settlement next to infrastructure that is being funded by national
government? It is surely the most sensible solution to the need for extra housing. I cannot see any
attempt in the VALP to work with national government to deliver a forward looking solution. What
is presented is a piecemeal plan, driven by developers'' profit motives.
Aylesbury deserves better than this. The VALP is inward‐looking in this regard. What is being
presented is a poor piece of work. It is simply not good enough.
Interventions - Link Roads
Many parts of the link roads forming the proposed orbital route are said to be 'aspirational'. This
means that they are not funded. Who is supposed to be paying for them? Will they ever be built?
Even those parts of the orbital route that are supposedly funded, will be built at different times. The
whole thing will not be opened in one go. What consideration has been given to the effect on traffic
of a partly completed road system?
Site D‐AGT1 - South Aylesbury
In the SEALR consultation, the South East Aylesbury Link Road is shown as passing through
undeveloped fields.
In the draft VALP, the SEALR isn't shown, but the area is shown covered in more houses. The traffic
from the houses has to be catered for. How is this traffic supposed to access the SEALR? There are
no junctions shown in the SEALR plans that I can see.
This is yet another example of the left hand not knowing (or caring) what the right hand is doing. It
is incredibly poor infrastructure planning. Again, what traffic modelling has been done to assess the
effect of 2,000 houses on what is supposed to be a strategic link route?
Policy H1 - Affordable housing
All large developments must provide at least 30% affordable housing, or serviced self‐build plots on
which younger people can build for themselves.
Even the council's own development at Woodlands ignores this basic requirement and only requires
20%. If the council ignores this need, the developers will take the council's lead and ignore it as
well.
It is simply not satisfactory for developers to say that 'up to' X% of affordable housing will be
provided. 'Up to' can mean 0% percent.
It really worries me that ignoring the needs of those who want to get onto the housing ladder, will
deny Aylesbury the opportunity to be home for the younger people that every town needs.
Summary:

Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
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Object

3. Strategic

3.3

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object

3. Strategic

3.3

Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
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N/A

The OBJECTIVE is sound. But the objectives as set out in Policy S1 do not relate to BUC043 or MMO006. BUC043 is
a site that has already been rejected at appeal. On sustainability grounds:
b) these sites will not MINIMISE the need for travel
d) in the case of MMO006, it is a greenfield site without adequate road access
e) In Maids Moreton, the impact of a development of this size will be severely negative and has no hope of building an
integrated community (f)
i) access to healthcare, library, secondary school and other community facilities in Buckingham are at least 2 km.
distance
Economically, Maids Moreton cannot accommodate additional transport infrastructure to support 170 dwellings on
MMO006. Access roads are confined to narrow village streets and lanes and cannot accommodate the sort of activity
this proposed development would generate. Public transport does not provide an hourly service (as stated).
Realistically, the topography does not allow for easy access by foot or cycle. Private Car transport (coupled with
delivery vans) would be by far and away the only realistic choice of transport, leading to increased congestion in the
centre of Buckingham.

Summary:

the objectives as set out in Policy S1 do not relate to BUC043 or MMO006. BUC043 is a site that has already been
rejected at appeal.
b) these sites will not MINIMISE the need for travel
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Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

To plan the majority of Development into one small area South of Aylesbury is madness. The current Road
Infrastructure cannot cope now with the volume traffic. What will happen when an extra 6,000 to 12,000 vehicle are
using these roads.

Summary:

To plan the majority of Development into one small area South of Aylesbury is madness. The current Road
Infrastructure cannot cope now with the volume traffic. What will happen when an extra 6,000 to 12,000 vehicle are
using these roads.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Improve Road Infrastructure and Construct a Bi-Pass before any development takes place
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 784 - 28466 - 3.3 - None

784

Object

3. Strategic

3.3
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Full Text:
Dear Sirs
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP
We wish to express concerns on a number of issues relating to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).
Section 3.3 and Policy SI sustainable development
The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
Section 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising
open countryside between settlements.
We are fortunate to live in an area of outstanding beauty and are able to enjoy the individual character of the villages
adjacent to our own. The proposed development will see an inevitable coalescence of these villages and the promise of
"seeking to preserve" does not provide much comfort.
Section 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre.
Whilst commending you on your plan to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive there is the need to take a hard
look at the impact from the many thousands of vehicles that will be a consequence of the developments. It will be self
defeating if the journey to an enhanced Town centre is one of frustration and delay.
Section D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This will lead to coalescence between Aylesbury,Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The plan to build over 1,000
houses along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will place great pressure on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network. We do not consider this to be an effective approach.
Section 9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
Pollution is a concern to all of us with air quality a vital element of overall health. There is insufficient consideration
given to this requirement and the Council should be promoting positive plans and policies to ensure the developers do
not neglect air quality.
These are our major points of concern and we hope you will take these into consideration when making your decision. I
am sure that such concerns are shared by the vast majority of residents in our community although unfortunately not all
will have taken the opportunity to communicate these to you.
Summary:

The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs John & Christine Raines [28908]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

My comments on the above are:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
3.15 New Settlement
A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
3.22 Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is
what we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
4.16 ATS
Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan
made by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
9.38 Air Quality
This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
John Raines

Summary:

The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

so much development around Aylesbury that it will double in size. More development is currently being promoted for
Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol. Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so
many traffic problems that economic stagnation will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build twothirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new
homes should be built in the other identified growth areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its
base.
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Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

Building more houses will not make the Vale area more prosperous and a better place to live. Cramming ever more
houses into an area that already suffers from traffic issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day
choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury because of the traffic. More houses will make this worse. This
extra housing does not offer any solution, only further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy.
The transport problems have to solved first. It is not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve
the problem.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mr and Mrs J.R. and S. Taylor [32215]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]
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Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The plan to build so many houses squeezed in around Aylesbury will lead to major traffic issues which will ultimately
affect the local economy. This is not an effective strategy and cannot be justified.
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Full Text:

N/A

3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The plan to build so many houses squeezed in around Aylesbury will lead to major traffic issues which will ultimately
affect the local economy. This is not an effective strategy and cannot be justified.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add considerable traffic
congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is extremely
problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed, will only
lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing themselves
within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
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Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
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3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
3.15 New settlement
Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.

Summary:

Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
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Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
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Full Text:
I wish to comment on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, which cover the planning applications for Hampden
Fields and Woodlands.
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village. This is not an Effective approach
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes.
Not Effective.
Summary:

Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
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The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1334 - 32385 - 3.3 - None

1334

Object

3. Strategic

3.3

reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes etc.
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Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
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N/A

The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

Recent planning applications for housing in and around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments
advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to £850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what
will be the merging of the village into a greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our
children are now in a position where it is hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a
consequence, local businesses cannot recruit the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries
necessary to live locally.
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N/A

Dear Sirs, I write to express my deeply felt concerns regarding the
various proposals forming the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
With
the current developments in and around the County Town, traffic and
movement is pretty bad, pollution can only rise and form additional
hotspots to those which exist already. I feel that a number of
Sections have a linkage-- more houses, more vehicles on our already
overcrowded roads. Side roads in residential areas are already a
nightmare during evenings and weekends. How long will it be before
the" Vale" is covered entirely with houses and inadequate
roads?
I fear the worst possible outcome and although at 81
years of age I'm way past my sell by date, my concerns cover future
generations as well as the difficulties that exist at the moment.
Of the various sections in the plan 3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and
Policy H1 are of particular concern which I feel do not provide
effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the development proposals.
Yours Faithfully,
Mr P.J.Hoare

Summary:

3.3 does not provide effective solutions or is totally inadequate for the development proposals.
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3.3 The resulting increase in number of cars will aggravate yet further the already badly overloaded traffic system
3.15 Given uncertainty of future developments (eg E/W rail) this proposal should be redesigned and consideration
given to planning a completely new town, and not try to solve problems with a short term 'fudge'.
3.22 "Seeking to preserve" does not ensure that coalescence of villages will not occur. Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will be subsumed into Aylesbury.
4.14 Long awaited development of Aylesbury town centre cannot be achieved without free flow of traffic, both in and out
of the town.
4.16 ATS modeling criticized by BCC as poorly planned. Without sound data an effective solution is impossible.
4.125 Already there are further planned proposals for increased building (eg RAF Halton 1000 houses) which must be
considered if future traffic is to be accommodated. The proposed plan is poorly prepared and ineffective.

Summary:

The resulting increase in number of cars will aggravate yet further the already badly overloaded traffic system.
The proposed plan does not adequately address the inevitable increase in volume of traffic not prevent coalescence of
communities. It is poorly prepared and completely ineffective.
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Not sure what this means: 'minimising impacts on local communities' and 'minimising impacts on heritage assets,
sensitive landscapes and biodiversity' . If it means minimising 'negative' impacts then perhaps its not strong enough. Is
it possible that some impacts could be positive - in which case should they be minimised?

Summary:

Not sure what this means: 'minimising impacts on local communities' and 'minimising impacts on heritage assets,
sensitive landscapes and biodiversity' . If it means minimising 'negative' impacts then perhaps its not strong enough. Is
it possible that some impacts could be positive - in which case should they be minimised?
Planning officer note: originally supported but the above change was suggested therefore amended to object in order to
be considered by Planning Inspector.
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. Sustainable development as set out in the NPPF is not observed at all sites. It also does not work proactively with
applicants to find solutions so that proposals can be approved wherever possible and to secure development that
improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. In addition there is a failure to observe sub
section d. ´ GIVING PRIORITY TO THE REUSE OF VACANT OR UNDERUSED BROWNFIELD LAND'. Aylesbury
Golf Centre is a sustainable business founded in 1991 comprising a Floodlit Driving Range, Bar/Restaurant. Rejected
by AVDC and misrepresented in HELLA Version 4.

Summary:

AVDC has misrepresented the Aylesbury Golf Centre site at Bierton/Hulcott in the HELAA wrongly determined the site
is unsuitable for redevelopment. The site should be reconsidered for a Continuing Care Retirement Community.

Change to Plan

Aylesbury Vale Distric Council to adhere to the content and rules laid down in the NPPF.
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Full Text:

Carter Jonas LLP (Mr Mark Utting) [31941]

Dear Sir/Madam,
RESPONSE TO VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (2013 - 2033) PROPOSED SUBMISSION ON
BEHALF OF GARDEN CITIES LLP
The following representations are submitted on behalf of Garden Cities LLP in response to consultation on
Vale of Aylesbury District Council's Proposed Submission of the Local Plan 2011-2033.
Garden Cities LLP welcomes the publication of the Proposed Submission Plan and is pleased that Aylesbury
Vale District Council is seeking to positively plan for the long-term future growth of the District.
Garden Cities LLP also welcomes the Council's intention to review the Plan soon after adoption which will be
essential if the District is meet its long-term growth aspirations up to 2033, and beyond.
Garden Cities LLP controls land at Verney Junction, as shown on the plan contained at Appendix 1 (herein
referred to as 'the Site').
The Site offers an opportunity to create a new Garden Village development, with high quality housing in a
landscaped setting; offering local services and community facilities; providing opportunities for employment
and local schools; encouraging healthy living through provision of a sustainable transport system; and creating
significant areas of open spaces.
Furthermore, significant development at Verney Junction provides an opportunity for Aylesbury Vale District
Council to allocate a larger number of houses through the review of the Local Plan, which would have the
benefit of new planned infrastructure such as East West Rail and Oxford - Cambridge Expressway.
In its latest report published on 17th November 2017, the National Infrastructure Commission highlights the
opportunities to "create well-designed and "well-connected new communities". The report recommends the
delivery of one million new homes and jobs in the area by 2050. It states that:
"The move, equivalent to a doubling of the current rate of housebuilding would be supported by
improved road and rail links between the major cities, helping to create vibrant new towns - the first
new towns in this country for 50 years."
Garden Cities LLP welcomes the National Infrastructures Commission's recommendations and agrees that
"East West Rail and the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway provide a once-in-a-generation opportunity to unlock land for
new settlements." Albeit we understand that the function as well as route of the 'Expressway' will need
clarifying.
Importantly, development at Verney Junction has the potential to leverage the provision of sustainable new
housing and employment, for the benefit of new regional rail and road infrastructure and the wider Aylesbury
Vale District, in a way that simply cannot be achieved by piecemeal development on the edges of existing
communities - through land value capture.
Pressure for continued new housing delivery will not abate, particularly in the context of Government initiatives
such as East-West Rail and the Oxford- Cambridge Expressway. The area between Oxford and Cambridge
(which includes the north part of the District) is considered by Government as a growth area with infrastructure
investment likely to be a significant spur for future housing growth. Aylesbury District is likely to be at the heart
of this debate as it is relatively unconstrained in terms of environmental designations such as AONB, and has
limited areas of Green Belt.
Garden Cities LLP is actively engaged with senior management of East West Rail (EWR) and understands it
to be supportive in principle of our proposals. The National Infrastructure Commission sees EWR as being
both enabled by and enabling the development of significant communities and we are encouraged by our
discussions with them to date.
Garden Cities LLP will be seeking to engage fully in future reviews of the Local Plan over the coming years.
However, we would like to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council now to ensure that you play a substantial
role in developing the proposals for the site and so that the District is best placed to benefit from them.
On behalf of Garden Cities LLP and its team, we look forward to working with Aylesbury Vale District Council
in the coming months and years. In the meantime, please do let me know if you require any further
information or clarification.
Yours sincerely,
Steven Sensecall
Partner

Summary:

The following representations are submitted on behalf of Garden Cities LLP in response to consultation on Vale of
Aylesbury District Council's Proposed Submission of the Local Plan 2011-2033.
Garden Cities LLP welcomes the publication of the Proposed Submission Plan and is pleased that Aylesbury Vale
District Council is seeking to positively plan for the long-term future growth of the District.
Garden Cities LLP also welcomes the Council's intention to review the Plan soon after adoption which will be essential
if the District is meet its long-term growth aspirations up to 2033, and beyond.
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Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

Full Text:

See comments in relation to 3.3 above

Summary:

See comments in relation to 3.3 above
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Respondent: AD Fanthorpe [30056]
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Full Text:

The development cannot be regarded as sustainable if too many houses results in a huge increase in traffic which is
already causing existing residents to travel elsewhere for shopping and entertainment, as the journey into Aylesbury
become increasingly congested.,

Summary:

The development cannot be regarded as sustainable if too many houses results in a huge increase in traffic which is
already causing existing residents to travel elsewhere for shopping and entertainment, as the journey into Aylesbury
become increasingly congested.,

Change to Plan

Place the developments where transport communications are better - particularly near the proposed East-West links.
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See comments in relation to 3.3 above

Summary:

See comments in relation to 3.3 above
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Full Text:
I wish to comment on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, which cover the planning applications for Hampden
Fields and Woodlands.
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village. This is not an Effective approach
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes.
Not Effective.
Summary:

Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
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Full Text:

N/A

My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
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N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
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Full Text:

SI states "the Council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions so that proposals can be approved." This is
arrogant talk from the Council. The council MUST seek to ensure proactive involvement with the NEIGHBOURHOOD
when assessing an applicant's proposals.
In assessing criteria, bullet point i) states: "providing access to facilities..............". How is "access" to be defined. ?
Detailed proposals as to what measure of access can be provided must be included in all proposals. E.g. Primary
Schools must be within walking distance and Secondary Schools must as a minimum have transport facilities within
walking distance.

Summary:

We object to the fact that the implication in S1 is that Council will seek involvement with the applicant before parish
councils are allowed to comment.

Change to Plan

Ensure that proactive involvement on development proposals is FIRST AND FOREMOST conducted with the parish
council in which the application is made.
Define what is meant by "access to facilities"
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N/A

SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 595 - 28672 - S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale - ii, iii

595

Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

3.3 and Policy S1 places too many houses in small area. Will lead to traffic problems and economic stagnation. Not
justified nor effective.
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N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

Full Text:

S1 Whaddon PC Support.

Summary:

S1 Whaddon PC Support.
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Castle Planning (Mrs Julia Riddle) [32094]

In terms of Sustainable Growth, the Submission Draft Plan supports a mix of employment uses and employment
facilities to enable flexible working. The owners of the Westcott Venture Park support this approach and the
encouragement of sustainable and flexible employment space.
The growth of Westcott Venture Park will be extensive and diverse as a result of the Enterprise Zone designation and
therefore planning policy which supports and will enable this is encouraged.
The ongoing and future growth and expansion of Westcott Venture Park may result in the opportunity for the
development of not only a mix of employment types, but also a range of development to support the employment
function of the Park. The encouragement of creation of a mix of employment and supporting facilities is therefore
supported, as it is considered that this could and should enable more sustainable employment provision, where the use
of an employment site is directly supported by associated facilities.
Westcott Venture Park has a very specific and unique employment focus, in space propulsion, environmental
engineering and associated businesses and, although there are other, more 'mainstream' employers on the site, there
is the requirement for employees with very specific, specialist skills. This does result in local employment, with the Park
having been established in the area for many years, encouraging people with these specific skills to move locally, but
there is inevitably employment of people who travel some distance to work at the site for specific roles and projects,
due to the nature of the type of employment use. There are therefore people commuting both short and long distances
and potentially people working at the site for specific (non-permanent) periods of time.
In sustainability terms, there are therefore some challenges of this, both on a daily basis, in terms of local commuter
patterns, and more broadly in terms of employees and visitor/ short term employee requirements. These matters can
be addressed more easily in terms of the 'day to day' more local commuter patterns, where sustainable Green Travel
Plans and associated measures can be implemented to assist in reducing journeys. In terms of short term employees
for training or project based roles, there may be more which can be done in terms of short-term accommodation etc.
which could be considered as part of a sustainable employment approach and in the context of a flexible policy
approach to employment and employment-related development, which would be supported.
Furthermore, due to the location of the site, it is relatively limited in its accessibility to local shops and services.
Westcott Venture Park has some on site ancillary facilities, but it is likely to be beneficial to increase these in the future,
as part of the wider expansion of the Park. This will make for a more sustainable employment function, where people
are not reliant on leaving the Park, thereby creating more traffic and journeys in order to meet their everyday working
requirements. It will also have the benefit of creating more and broader employment opportunities at the Park.
The sustainability of any employment provision should also consider its relationship with the surrounding community.
Although the Westcott Venture Park has a good relationship with the neighbouring Westcott village, there may be more
which can be achieved in terms of the sharing of services and facilities. This should be considered in the context of
employment growth, for example, where development can better meet social sustainability aspirations at the
boundaries of the employment site, consideration should be given to the development of facilities which would have a
wider social and community benefit in proximity to, but outside of, the boundaries of that employment designation.

Summary:

Support flexible employment provision and the delivery of associated ancillary facilities, particularly where these
improve the sustainability of that employment function.
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Respondent: Cerda Planning Limited (Tina Pearsall) [32102]
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N/A

16.112 Reps_November 2017
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013-2033
PROPOSED SUBMISSION REPRESENTATIONS
Policy S1
In general, there is no objection to a sustainable development policy being introduced into
the Local Plan. However, where this is to be introduced, it should fairly reflect the provisions
of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF other than where there are specific circumstances which apply
to Aylesbury Vale.
Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the
way in which the tilted balance is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism
does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by which the tilted balance will
engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should
apply where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date.
Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
Policy S2
It is appropriate for the Local Plan to identify the housing requirements over the plan period.
This should be expressed as a minima if it is to be consistent with the NPPF; as drafted Policy
S2 suggests that the housing requirements has a cap or limit.
In any event, objections are lodged to the total 27,400 houses to be delivered in the period
to 2033. This figure does not accurately reflect the full objectively assessed housing needs. It
is to be noted that the previous Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan had to be withdrawn, in part, as
a result of not meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Needs. Consequently, the Council must
do all it can to deliver housing and to boost significantly the supply in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply
policy the purposes of Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution
requirements of the policy.
Policy S3
Our representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, which is fairly identified as a larger
village given the significant range of shops, services and facilities contained within Aston
Clinton as well as the sustainability advantages given that Aston Clinton is only a short
distance from the main town within the administrative boundary of Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, it is unacceptable and the subject of objection that there are no allocated
sites identified for Aston Clinton. It is acknowledged that Aston Clinton has had a series of
completions in the recent past, however the approach taken in the emerging Local Plan
effectively turns its back on Aston Clinton for much of the plan period, extending to 2033,
once the existing commitments are brought forward and completed.
16.112 Reps_November 2017
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability
credentials of Aston Clinton and runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to
deliver significant quantities of development at the larger villages given the important role
that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted by the
PPG.
Policy S7
No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that
as applied it should not be read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to
utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield land. If the policy were to be
applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
Policy H5
As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of
serviced plots for sale to sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the
threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a sliding scale of provision has been
considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy,
broad parameters should be identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers
and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery of self/custom plots.
Policy T7
It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric
vehicle infrastructure. It is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been
identified; in other policies setting a threshold the floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it
relates to 10 or more dwellings.
In any event, electric vehicle infrastructure is expensive and weighs heavily on a cost plan. It
is also the case that there is different infrastructure requirements for different manufactures;
for example BMW charge infrastructure varies significantly from Tesla.
In the circumstances, the policy should identify that passive electric infrastructure should be
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provided which can then converted to active electric vehicle infrastructure dependant on
the owners requirements.
Policy NE8
The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy
seeks to protect best and most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is
to taken into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile
agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a
consequence is unacceptable and the subject of objections.
It is also the case that the NPPF does not require that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural land. Where best and most versatile
land is to be lost, this is to be weighed in the balance but it is 16.112 Reps_November 2017 not necessary for the
benefits of housing to outweigh the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land as a simple two sides of the
equation approach.
Summary:

Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the way in which the tilted balance
is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by
which the tilted balance will engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should apply where the
development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date

Change to Plan

Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
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Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Road Infrastructure cannot cope with anymore traffic. New business's will not come to the area because they are
unable transport their goods to and from Aylesbury. This will not create economic growth. This is not an effective
strategy.

Summary:

The Road Infrastructure cannot cope with anymore traffic. New business's will not come to the area because they are
unable transport their goods to and from Aylesbury. This will not create economic growth. This is not an effective
strategy.

Change to Plan

Improve Road Infrastructure (Gyratory System) first before development. This will demonstrate Aylesbury is ready for
growth.
Do not build on good arable farming land which produces crops for the food change
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Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

BA supports Policies S1 and S2 in respect of sustainable development and the spatial strategy for growth, especially
now the earlier draft VALP's reference in S2 to no more than 27ha of new employment land being required has been
tempered with "and additional provision of employment land to contribute to the employment needs of the wider
economic market area". This is particularly relevant to the employment provision envisaged within the Woodlands
development.

Summary:

BA supports Policies S1 and S2 in respect of sustainable development and the spatial strategy for growth, especially
now the earlier draft VALP's reference in S2 to no more than 27ha of new employment land being required has been
tempered with "and additional provision of employment land to contribute to the employment needs of the wider
economic market area". This is particularly relevant to the employment provision envisaged within the Woodlands
development.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

The overarching principle of Policy S1 which seeks to deliver sustainable development in the District to meet identified
development needs is supported.
However, the policy sets out the terms for the assessment of a development proposals, and it is crucial that the socioeconomic objectives and direct and indirect benefits that would result from the development are considered along with
the (primarily) environmental considerations already set out in the last part of the policy. They too are critical elements
of sustainable development as defined by the NPPF. Notably there is no reference to the imperative to meet the need
for market and affordable housing in the District and wider Housing Market Areas. The policy should, therefore, be
amended to explicitly refer to the relevant socio-economic objectives.
Furthermore, item (d) of the policy inappropriately seeks to give priority to the use of brownfield land. That does not
reflect NPPF's focus on housing delivery, where the use of previously developed land is encouraged, but is no longer
prioritised (NPPF paragraph 17 and 111). Indeed, Policy S1 is inconsistent with the Local Plan's own Policy S7 in that
regard.
Soundness
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy S1, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing to meet identified needs.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy S1, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing to meet identified needs.

Change to Plan

Proposed Change
Revise policy as follows:
- Add before (b): "providing market and affordable housing to meet housing need in the District and wider Housing
Market Area and maintaining a 5 year housing land supply" and "securing the direct and indirect social and economic
benefits that arise from sustainable development"
- Amend (d) to: "encourage the reuse of vacant or underused brownfield land."
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Respondent: Mr Mark Winn [31245]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

To achieve sustainable development the plan is dependent on many things some of which are outside its control. We
require the building of east west rail with stations in the Vale, the plan for an Aylesbury Spur and the dialling of track on
the Aylesbury Wycombe line all need to be carried out.
So County can get on with the job of putting in the necessary infrastructure their £250m bid to the government needs to
be paid in full. Otherwise the link roads that need to be built get built on time. We also reunite that the east west
expressway goes through Aylesbury Vale.
Our local hospital trust does not appear to have commented at all on the plan, there will be grave doubts if the one
hospital in the area and others that support Vales residents could continue to cope without investment.

Summary:

The Government needs to support this plan by ensuring the area gets the necessary infrastrucrute the link roads, east
west rail rail east west expressway. Also hospital provision is missing from the plan. Without it the plan could not be
considered sustainable.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: AB Planning & Development Ltd (Mr Andrew
Bateson) [28847]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The reference to "approved without delay" is welcomed, as it is consistent with national guidance. In practice however,
AVDC hardly determines any application without significant delay and it appears from regular use of the service that
rarely does the Council meet the Government's 8 and 13-week determination targets.

Summary:

The reference to "approved without delay" is welcomed, as it is consistent with national guidance. In practice however,
AVDC hardly determines any application without significant delay and it appears from regular use of the service that
rarely does the Council meet the Government's 8 and 13-week determination targets.

Change to Plan

The practice of officers and the delivery of service needs to far more accurately reflect the words contained in the
policy, or the policy becomes virtually worthless.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 855 - 28657 - S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale - ii, iii

855

Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Mr Richard Wise [28657]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
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Full Text:

N/A

Collusion and risk of allowing ill conceived applications with much left to reserved matters.
If the planning department allows and assists applications, there is a risk of conflict of interest and corruption
allegations.

Summary:

Collusion and risk of allowing ill conceived applications with much left to reserved matters.
If the planning department allows and assists applications, there is a risk of conflict of interest and corruption
allegations.

Change to Plan
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Developers will promise much but deliver little. Learn from Buckingham Park (roads not surfaced etc),
Berryfields/Berryvale (over subscribed schools causing extra traffic on the roads, no doctors, no local shops etc)
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Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Bantham) [32144]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
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Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
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what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

S1(d) seeks to prioritise use of brownfield land. This is not consistent with the Framework which outlined that
development of PDL should be encouraged.

Change to Plan

Please see attached detailed representations.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1045 - 32225 - S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale - None

1045

Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]
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Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.

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

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
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Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, S1 + 3.3
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:

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

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, S1
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Philip & Tina Brown [30599]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, S1 + 3.3
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

Overall, we are supportive of Policy S1 as this sets out the Council's aspiration to deliver sustainable development
which is in accordance with national planning policy and the NPPF's requirement (paragraph 6) for the planning system
to contribute towards achieving sustainable development. We are also supportive of the prioritisation of the
redevelopment of brownfield sites under limb 'd' of Policy S1 and Objective 1 of the VALP.

Change to Plan

We request that Objective 1 is re-worded to include the word "prioritising" so that the wording of the
objective reads "...includes a combination of prioritising the redevelopment of previously developed land,
new allocations and a more intensive use or conversion of sites."
Amendment to Policy S1 to be re-worded to say "...includes a combination of prioritising the
redevelopment of previously developed land, new allocations and a more intensive use or
conversion of sites."

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
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S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

Overall, we are supportive of Policy S1 as this sets out the Council's aspiration to deliver sustainable
development which is in accordance with national planning policy and the NPPF's requirement (paragraph
6) for the planning system to contribute towards achieving sustainable development.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1961b_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Paul Newman New Homes. [32292]

Agent:

Full Text:

Development Planning and Design Services Ltd (Mr
Neil Arbon) [29525]

Attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan prepared and submitted on behalf
of Paul Newman New Homes.
PNNH control approximately 42.4 hectares of agricultural land to the west of Leighton Linslade in the east of the
District. The site is located within the parish of Soulbury immediately adjacent to the built up edge of Leighton Linslade
between the existing town and the Stoke Hammond and Leighton Linslade bypass (A4146).

Summary:

PNNH support the principle of Policy S1 Sustainable Development for Aylesbury Vale in so far as it is consistent with
the NPPF and the general presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Arbon, Neil 29525 (PNH) PNNH Completed Consultation Form REDACT.pdf
Arbon, Neil 29525 (PNH) Paul Newman New Homes VALP REPS FINAL December 17 REDACT.pdf
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Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings Ltd. [32295]

Agent:

Boyer (Alice Davidson) [31801]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations and a response form in relation to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan consultation.
These representations are on behalf of Manlet Group Holdings Ltd.

Summary:

Manlet Group suggest that although the submission of the VALP prior to the 31 March 2018 will mean
that Aylesbury Vale do not need to utilise the new standardised methodology for calculating OAN,
AVDC should consider increasing the number of dwellings allocated within the VALP. An increased
number of allocations in sustainable locations would reduce the likelihood of the VALP being outdated
as soon as it is adopted with regards to OAN.
Manlet Group are keen to secure additional allocations at the sustainable location of Cheddington,
including an allocation for Land at Station Road, Cheddington.

Change to Plan

Please see submitted pdf of full representations.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, iii

Attachments:
Davidson, Alice 31801 (MGH) 171214 VALP Reps - Response Form - Manlet Group Holdings_Redacted.pdf
Davidson, Alice 31801 (MGH) 171214 FINAL Proposed Submission VALP reps amended.pdf
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S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Unknown (Mrs S Pearce) [32396]

Agent:

RPS Group (Mr Nick Laister) [32395]

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

The sustainability objectives of Policy S1 are supported. However, the Policy should
fully reflect the needs and services that are required to support development proposals
as well as take account of the core planning principles contained in paragraph 17 of
the NPPF. In particular, it should reflect the importance of land performing
leisure, tourism, recreational and cultural functions to improve health, social well-being
and culture. These features help create well-balanced and highly sustainable
communities and their support is encouraged in the NPPF.

Change to Plan

Insert the words leisure and tourism to criteria 'i' of the policy, so that it states;
"providing access to facilities including healthcare, education, employment, retail, leisure, tourism and
community facilities'

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1146_Redacted.pdf
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S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

An updated HELAA should have been issued to accompany the
submission VALP.

Change to Plan

The HELAA should list all sites considered even if ruled out at stage one.
When a site is based on a specific planning application, the application
reference ought to be given.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Amendment to condition relating to Neighbourhood Plans

Change to Plan

Delete "where relevant" from the phrase "within Neighbourhood Plans where
relevant" as this implies a different status for Neighbourhood Plans to other
Development Plan documents

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

Building more houses will not make the Vale area more prosperous and a better place to live. Cramming ever more
houses into an area that already suffers from traffic issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day
choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury because of the traffic. More houses will make this worse. This
extra housing does not offer any solution, only further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy.
The transport problems have to solved first. It is not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve
the problem.
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Full Text:
Dear Sirs
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP
We wish to express concerns on a number of issues relating to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).
Section 3.3 and Policy SI sustainable development
The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
Section 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising
open countryside between settlements.
We are fortunate to live in an area of outstanding beauty and are able to enjoy the individual character of the villages
adjacent to our own. The proposed development will see an inevitable coalescence of these villages and the promise of
"seeking to preserve" does not provide much comfort.
Section 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre.
Whilst commending you on your plan to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive there is the need to take a hard
look at the impact from the many thousands of vehicles that will be a consequence of the developments. It will be self
defeating if the journey to an enhanced Town centre is one of frustration and delay.
Section D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This will lead to coalescence between Aylesbury,Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The plan to build over 1,000
houses along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will place great pressure on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network. We do not consider this to be an effective approach.
Section 9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
Pollution is a concern to all of us with air quality a vital element of overall health. There is insufficient consideration
given to this requirement and the Council should be promoting positive plans and policies to ensure the developers do
not neglect air quality.
These are our major points of concern and we hope you will take these into consideration when making your decision. I
am sure that such concerns are shared by the vast majority of residents in our community although unfortunately not all
will have taken the opportunity to communicate these to you.
Summary:

The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
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3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so
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Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

urge that point (d) "giving priority to the reuse of vacant or
underused brownfield land" is fully acknowledged by the Council in the preparation of its
Plan and that land at the former MArsworth Airfield is allocated for residential led mixed
use development.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The plan to build so many houses squeezed in around Aylesbury will lead to major traffic issues which will ultimately
affect the local economy. This is not an effective strategy and cannot be justified.
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Full Text:

Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
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N/A

Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add considerable traffic
congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is extremely
problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed, will only
lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing themselves
within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
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N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are currently several developments in
the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing numbers but will have an impact
on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New housing estates should be
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environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be permeable to allow water to
permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of flooding. This needs strong and
robust policies to force developers to design well.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Issues identified need to be addressed
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Beach, Maggie 31141 Thornborugh Parish Council.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1900 - 31143 - S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale - None

1900

Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.
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* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
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This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

The specific modifications to the VALP that we believe are necessary fall mainly into site-specific policies dealt with
later in this document, however a modification is proposed to Policy S1 below, to ensure that the VALP adequately
acknowledges the presence of Milton Keynes which is a key social, economic and infrastructure hub for the region. The
change will more clearly highlight that development at existing major settlements is a key component of a sustainable
spatial approach.

Change to Plan

Modifications to Policy S1 proposed by CSP - Add a new criterion (b), to read "bringing forward major development
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sites adjacent to the largest and most sustainable settlements, including Milton Keynes".
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Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
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Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Policy should address points on Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives

Change to Plan

Policy should address points on Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives
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2044_Redacted.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we appreciate the intention and sentiment behind the priority to be given to "Minimising impacts on heritage assets..."
in assessing the most sustainable locations for new development, but priority should be given in the first instance to
avoiding harm to heritage assets. Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to set out in their
Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment and, in doing so, to
"recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their
significance".

Change to Plan

Paragraph 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that "When considering the impact of a proposed
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's
conservation". If harm is unavoidable and outweighed by the public benefits of a proposal (and we do not normally
consider the mere provision of housing to be sufficient to outweigh harm), then it should be minimised or mitigated.
Accordingly, clause g. of Policy S1 should be reworded as "Avoiding adverse impacts on heritage assets......" to ensure
that adequate protection is afforded to heritage assets in line with the National Planning Policy Framework. As it
stands, we consider that the Plan is not sound as it fails to be consistent with the Framework in this respect..
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Respondent: Ether Solutions (Mr David Martin) [29611]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
3.15 New settlement
Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.

Summary:

Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
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Respondent: Melvyn Gibbons [30831]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The plan to build so many houses squeezed in around Aylesbury will lead to major traffic issues which will ultimately
affect the local economy. This is not an effective strategy and cannot be justified.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

so much development around Aylesbury that it will double in size. More development is currently being promoted for
Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol. Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so
many traffic problems that economic stagnation will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build twothirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new
homes should be built in the other identified growth areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its
base.
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

Recent planning applications for housing in and around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments
advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to £850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what
will be the merging of the village into a greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our
children are now in a position where it is hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a
consequence, local businesses cannot recruit the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries
necessary to live locally.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Smith, Andrew 30141 VALP Response 14 Dec 17.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2384 - 30432 - S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale - i, ii, iii, iv

2384

Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

It is found that throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word
appears twice once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole
planning policy is merely an ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is
surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it. Unfortunately, this is even more important in
the case of Gypsy and Traveller, or mobile home, sites where the occupant's mobility means there is
a continual change of residents.

Change to Plan

The fact that sites for mobile home occupants who are not
identified as Gypsies or Travellers have not been found, and that the group is not even identified, is
solely due to the lack of enforcement, and every existing site, as far as is known, is been in contempt
of its permission conditions, casually glossed over with the statement "we do not consider a breach
of terms a justifiable reason for closing a site". There would seem to be little need to set condition
under which a site may be used if there is no intention of enforcing them
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Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel
all measures to meet the challenge of climate change should be taken.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2462 - 30332 - S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale - None

2462

Object

3. Strategic

S1 Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale

Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Dear Sirs,
The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ("VALP")
My comments on specific areas of the draft Plan are as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 - Sustainable development
Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
3.15 - New settlement
AVDC should be forward looking and should be working with national government to leverage the
huge opportunities presented by infrastructure provision envisaged by the National Infrastructure
Commission regarding East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
The western end of EWR is due for delivery within the draft VALP horizon. It does not appear to
have been considered adequately in the draft VALP.
Recommendation 4 of the National Infrastructure Commission's interim report says, in relation to
the East West Rail and Oxford - Cambridge Expressway projects:
"To fully maximise the benefits of the project local authorities should recognise the transformational
benefits of East West Rail and develop and agree, working with national government, an ambitious
strategy for housing development and deliver around stations and station towns." (my emphasis)
The proposed route options for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway should be properly considered.
Option A (the 'green route') passes just to the North of Aylesbury
Option B (the 'purple route') passes between Aylesbury and Bicester, running parallel with the East
West Rail route.
Why wouldn't you consider a new settlement next to infrastructure that is being funded by national
government? It is surely the most sensible solution to the need for extra housing. I cannot see any
attempt in the VALP to work with national government to deliver a forward looking solution. What
is presented is a piecemeal plan, driven by developers'' profit motives.
Aylesbury deserves better than this. The VALP is inward‐looking in this regard. What is being
presented is a poor piece of work. It is simply not good enough.
Interventions - Link Roads
Many parts of the link roads forming the proposed orbital route are said to be 'aspirational'. This
means that they are not funded. Who is supposed to be paying for them? Will they ever be built?
Even those parts of the orbital route that are supposedly funded, will be built at different times. The
whole thing will not be opened in one go. What consideration has been given to the effect on traffic
of a partly completed road system?
Site D‐AGT1 - South Aylesbury
In the SEALR consultation, the South East Aylesbury Link Road is shown as passing through
undeveloped fields.
In the draft VALP, the SEALR isn't shown, but the area is shown covered in more houses. The traffic
from the houses has to be catered for. How is this traffic supposed to access the SEALR? There are
no junctions shown in the SEALR plans that I can see.
This is yet another example of the left hand not knowing (or caring) what the right hand is doing. It
is incredibly poor infrastructure planning. Again, what traffic modelling has been done to assess the
effect of 2,000 houses on what is supposed to be a strategic link route?
Policy H1 - Affordable housing
All large developments must provide at least 30% affordable housing, or serviced self‐build plots on
which younger people can build for themselves.
Even the council's own development at Woodlands ignores this basic requirement and only requires
20%. If the council ignores this need, the developers will take the council's lead and ignore it as
well.
It is simply not satisfactory for developers to say that 'up to' X% of affordable housing will be
provided. 'Up to' can mean 0% percent.
It really worries me that ignoring the needs of those who want to get onto the housing ladder, will
deny Aylesbury the opportunity to be home for the younger people that every town needs.
Summary:

Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]
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Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
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N/A

My comments on the above are:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
3.15 New Settlement
A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
3.22 Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is
what we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
4.16 ATS
Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan
made by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
9.38 Air Quality
This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
John Raines

Summary:

The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
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Full Text:

We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
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Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Parish Council (Mr. Tony
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Please find attached comments on the VALP from Stoke Mandeville Parish Council.
There are 3 separate documents that are being submitted.

Summary:

Proposal to add a new factor for consideration when assessing development proposals, that due
regard be given to developments approved or built on sites within the Neighbourhood Plan Area or
Parish and not allocated by the VALP, such that the total number of new dwellings on allocated and
unallocated sites should not exceed the number allocated in the VALP.
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Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

While impacts to biodiversity should
of course be minimised the wording
of this policy does not go far enough
to comply with the NPPF or policy
EN2.
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The wording should be changed
to;
In assessing development
proposals, consideration will be
given to:
g. minimising impacts on heritage
assets, sensitive landscapes,
green infrastructure and
biodiversity. Including;
How the development
proposal will conserve
biodiversity and provide a net
gain in line with Policies NE19.
How the development will
conserve and enhance green
infrastructure in line with I1
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Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Key Diagram; Given the significance of Aylesbury Vale within the "Brain Belt" of Oxford to Cambridge as well as other
significant aspects such as motor racing, it would be worth including a diagram showing Aylesbury Vale in a wider
context, on the lines of Figure 2.1 "Key economic geography of Milton Keynes and its Regional Context" within the
adopted Milton Keynes Core Strategy.
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Respondent: Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait
[32293]

Agent:

WYG (Sarah Butterfield) [29893]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Version of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, made on
behalf of Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait.

Summary:

The Sustainability Analysis has not taken account of all available and relevant
information and therefore cannot have soundly assessed the Council's preferred Local
Plan strategy and allocations against the reasonable alternatives. It is contended that
the principles of lawfulness and soundness cannot have been adhered to without a
proper assessment of all reasonable alternatives.e SA.
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Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S2.pdf
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

Land at the former Marsworth Airfield is currently an underused brownfield site, which
has the capacity to support a sustainable mix of residential and employment
development. It therefore clearly meets the premise of objective 1.
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

we would remind the Council of the need to take a positive
approach to the determination of planning applications for residential development, in
line with the NPPF which requires local authorities to "approach decision-making in a
positive way to foster the delivery of sustainable development" (paragraph 186).
Paragraph 187 further stresses that "decision-takers at every level should seek to
approve applications for sustainable development where possible".

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2084 - 29487 - 3.6 - None

2084

Support

3. Strategic

3.6

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the statement that the Local Plan strategy and its vision, objectives and policies have been shaped by,
inter alia, protecting the historic environment and settlement character, as part of the positive strategy for the
conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by policies 126
and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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3. Strategic
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that sustainability
of residential location has been fully taken into account.
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Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Housing need should be met closest to where it arises. The choice of a single Housing Market Area (HMA) for the
whole of the areas covered by Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe districts is inappropriate, too
simplistic and fails to follow the guidance in the Planning Practice Guidance. A single HMA based on and around the
Aylesbury and Wycombe 2011 Travel to Work area would appear to be a far more robust base for the HMA, to include
all of Wycombe District and only a small southern part of Aylesbury Vale.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the statements in clauses g. and h. of Policy S2 that housing growth will be at a scale in keeping with local
character, and the explanation in paragraph 3.20 that the allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of
the settlement to accommodate housing growth rather than a blanket percentage increase on housing stock as was
previously proposed in the draft Plan and which we queried.
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Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Government has committed to the building of 300,000 dwellings per year (dpa); a significant increase on previous
policy objectives (250,000 dpa) and current output of approximately 170,000 dpa. It is only by securing this scale of
uplift that it will be possible for the severe housing crisis in this country to be addressed and it is therefore essential for
all those involved in the residential development process to facilitate this provision.
It is in this context that the provision now being proposed by the Council needs to be assessed. It may be that the
latest evidence contained in the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA, December 2016
and its Update Addendum dated September 2017), and prepared on the basis of current formulae, correctly identifies
an objectively assessed need (OAN) for Aylesbury Vale of 19,400 dwellings between 2013 - 2033 as well as the unmet
need from neighbouring authorities (8,000 dwellings). However this was formulated prior to the Government's
aforementioned commitment to build 300,000 dpa. It is also pertinent to note that it is 1,900 fewer homes than in the
previous assessment and before any account is taken of the reduction in the neighbouring authorities' OAN.
Consequently at a time when there is considerable public and political pressure for an uplift in the provision of new
homes, it is counter intuitive to be providing for a lower number of dwellings.
Further, evidence of the pressure for the number of dwellings in this area to be increased is contained in the
Government's consultation paper on 'Planning for the right homes in the right places' which sets out a standard
approach to assessing local housing need. Accompanying tables set out an indicative assessment of housing need
based on the proposed formula. For Aylesbury Vale, the application of this methodology results in an increase of the
number of dwellings per year of over 50% from 970 dpa to 1,499 dpa. Rey Construction is aware that the
Government's announcement on the methodology to be adopted when undertaking the standard approach for housing
need assessments is still awaited; even so there is a clear direction of travel which should be reflected in those Local
Plans which are currently being prepared, not least because it is only in so doing that it will be possible to "boost
significantly the supply of housing" as required by paragraph 47 of the Framework
It is also relevant to the consideration of this issue to note that the National Infrastructure Commission published its
report 'Partnering for Prosperity: a new deal for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc' in November 2017. This
considers how to maximise the potential of the Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford corridor as a single, knowledgeintensive cluster. In so doing, it argues that, if East West Rail and the Expressway were developed, analysis of land
constraints suggests that key opportunities for growth over the next 30 years could include the re-establishment of
Milton Keynes as a development location of national significance expanding the town to at least 500,000 (from a
current population of approximately 267,000). This will clearly have implications for Aylesbury Vale as well as Milton
Keynes and in view of the importance of the Arc to the national economy, it is essential that development in this area is
not unnecessarily constrained.
In the circumstances it is imperative that the Plan provides for more dwellings than currently proposed if the needs of
the country are to be met in the most sustainable locations.

Summary:

The evidence in the HEDNA was formulated prior to the Government's commitment to build 300,000 dpa.
The proposed provision of 19,400 dwellings between 2013 - 2033 and the 8,000 dwellings to meet the unmet need of
neighbouring authorities is less than the previous assessments.
At a time when there is considerable public and political pressure for an uplift in the provision of new homes, it is
counter intuitive to be providing for a lower number of dwellings.
The Government's proposed methodology should be applied; an increase of the number of dwellings per year of over
50%.

Change to Plan

The Plan should adopt the standard approach to assessing housing need as currently proposed by the Government
which will necessitate the provision of approximately 38,000 dwellings (20 x 1,499 + 8,000) over the plan period.
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Respondent: Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (Ms
Shereen Ansari) [32224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations regarding the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, made on behalf of both Chiltern
District Council and South Bucks District Council.
Please note that this representation is provided on the basis of the agreed Memorandum of Understanding between our
Councils, currently awaiting signing by our respective portfolio holders.

Summary:

Draft VALP acknowledges the three southern districts are subject to constraints such as Green Belt and AONB, and
that a comprehensive capacity assessment has been carried out which shows that Chiltern, South Bucks, and
Wycombe Districts cannot accommodate all of their housing need within their own districts. Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy
for Growth), therefore commits to providing for 5,750 additional dwellings arising from unmet needs in Chiltern and
South Bucks Districts. This reflects the agreed outcomes of Duty to Co-operate discussions and provides for housing
need to be met within the HMA. Our Councils are therefore supportive of this policy.
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Respondent: Halsbury Homes Ltd [32305]

Agent:

RPS Planning and Development (Camilla Fisher)
[32306]

Full Text:

Please find attached representation made of behalf of Halsbury Homes Ltd in regard to the Proposed Submission Vale
of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Given that the DCLG figure of 30,000 dwellings representing local OAN in AVDC, is actually higher
than the current draft figure of 27,400 dwellings contained in the Local Plan, the question must be
asked as to whether:1) AVDC is content to accept a minimum of 8,000 additional dwellings in addition to the 30,000
local need - giving an adjusted total of 35,400 dwellings in 2 years time; or
2) Whether it will have to review the MOU to see if it considers the current allocations should
provide for its own local need rather than the needs of adjoining authorities.

Change to Plan

If the AVDC numbers rise by a further 50% to 1500 pa will AVDC be happy to take 8000 houses from
the southern districts? If they cannot give this assurance then the MoU is rendered useless and the
plan itself becomes unsound. Indeed, arguably the Plan does not even get to soundness tests as it
falls at the first hurdle i.e. coordination with adjoining authorities and the Duty to Co-operate.
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* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of
Understanding signed in July 2017. Paragraph 2.1 (d) of this document sets out the conditions under which
the resultant unmet housing need of different Districts would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit': 'The
Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area
based on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant
need would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent
with achieving sustainable development.'
As you will see below, the Wycombe District has the potential for a greater number of new homes to be built
within the District (as Aylesbury Vale District Council also stated in the representation sent in August 2016),
but for various reasons they decided not to use these sites (and instead to using as an argument for the unmet
need the lack of land within the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true).
By including the 2,250 dwellings (derived from the un-met target for Wycombe District) into the Aylesbury
Vale Local Plan, although these AVDC experts know that WDC has more potential for development beyond the
Green Belt and AONB at Princes Risborough - both Council's become accomplices in non-compliance with the
MoU rules set up in July 2017.
* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District does not mention that the 27,400 dwellings represent just a
provisional figure - and the final number will only be set when the other local plans from Buckinghamshire
(showing un-met need) will be approved (Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe
District Council).
In this Local Plan, AVDC started from the idea that the un-met need declared by the other Councils is real, but
this is not true in the Wycombe District. We are many land owners/developers from the Wycombe District
that sent a representation to the independent Planning Inspector in charge of validating this Local Plan
providing - asking our land to be used for development for the period 2013 - 2033 (and showing that our sites
are eligible for development).
Enter your full representation here:
Paragraph/Policy/Other: Duty to Co-operate
In July 2017 Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe District
Council, and the Bucks Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership (BTVLEP) signed the Buckinghamshire Duty to
Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding.
The process set out at paragraph 2.1 (d) of the Buckinghamshire Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) in relation to unmet housing needs was that:
'The Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area based
on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant need would be met
elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent with achieving sustainable
development.'
It should be noted at paragraph 4.1 that:
'This is not a legally binding document but is an agreement and working understanding through which authorities are
agreeing approaches for working together on shared planning principles and approaches to issues joint evidence and
the content of respective local plans where relevant. The content will be kept under review and may be modified by
agreement to take account of any relevant changes in circumstances. The following authorities agree to the above.'
It is noted in the MoU that Wycombe District has a significant level of Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) which paragraph 3.16 of the Wycombe District Local Plan states is approximately 50% and 70%
respectively.
However, there are areas within the Wycombe District which do not fall into Green Belt or AONB which can
accommodate sustainable development over and above that which has already been allocated. It is my representation
that further land is available in Wycombe District that can be sustainably allocated to the north/north east of Princes
Risborough. Even the Aylesbury Valley District Council experts had doubts about the lack of land in the Wycombe
District to accommodate the full 15,000/13,200 homes. To demonstrate this, in 2016 a report was commissioned by
AVDC relating to the number of houses Wycombe District Council has the capacity to provide. This independent Why
we are in this situation? Because the WDC experts used a wrong approach (from the beginning) at creation of the
Local Plan for this District: instead of identifying additional sites suitable for development inside the Wycombe District
(to fully achieve the target set up by the Government) they checked what un-met need can be accommodated by
Aylesbury Vale District and then speculated at maximum this opportunity (using as an excuse the lack of land inside
the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true - and we truly hope that this mistake will be corrected by the
Planning Inspector). Aylesbury Vale District Council signaled since August 2016 that ''the draft Wycombe District Local
Plan seems to only have considered the provision of 10,000 homes and appears to have made only a limited attempt to
accommodate the full 15,000 homes''. My representation supports this conclusion (but AVDC had to be stronger and
more determined in demonstrating these irregularities before accepting the 2,250 dwellings un-met need to be
transferred from Wycombe District. This may have happened if the AVDC sent a representation in November 2017, but
these documents are not public at this time and a Freedom of Information request would take me a month until I get an
answer - so I could not verify this in a timely manner). I am one of the people directly affected by this decision by WDC
to transfer the un-met need to Aylesbury Vale District due to lack of land inside the District (because WDC not only
does not use our land to build the house, but adds new restrictions - turning it without justification into the Green
Buffer). To better understand our situation I have attached to this representation a copy of the representation for
Wycombe District Local Plan submitted by the Planning expert (Mr. Paul Smith) on our behalf - in December 2017.
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Summary:

In the Local Plan for AVD, the experts talk about 27,400 homes that will be accommodated by Aylesbury Vale District
for the period 2013 and 2033 - without mentioning that this is a provisional figure.
Why a provisional figure? Because the un-met need for Wycombe District (2,250 dwellings) and Chiltern/South
Bucks Districts (5,750 dwellings) may change as a result of representations sent (by the community/land
owners/developers) to the independent Planning Inspectors in charge of validating these Local Plans.

Change to Plan

The changes which are required (in my view) to make the Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District I added the following
conclusions below:
It is noted that a Duty to Cooperate Memorandum has been signed with the neighbouring authorities in July 2017,
but the Wycombe District Council does not respect the conditions set out in this memorandum (and Aylesbury Vale
Council has overlooked this aspect). Wycombe District should go further to secure development within its own District
boundary, because further sustainable development can be achieved outside of the Green Belt/AONB at Princes
Risborough.
The AVDC experts should help once again the WDC experts: by reading the representations sent by the land
owners/developers in November 2017 from Wycombe District; by making further analysis of available sites through a
further ''policy off'' HELAA; by helping them to hold a new call for sites; etc
The AVDC experts should help the WDC experts to modify/improve the Local Plan for Princess Risborough,
proposing solutions that are achievable in the time period mentioned by the Government (2013 - 2033), but increasing
the number of homes to be built in this town (and showing to the community members that they have no reasons to be
worried, because: enough schools, GP's, parking spaces, shops, etc will be included in the final Local Plan).
Note: The WDC representatives in charge of creating the Local Plan for Princes Risborough: either did not want to use
the entire quantity of land available in the area (proposing only 2,600 dwellings instead of 4,000 - as one of the
scenarios from the Sustainability Appraisal - March 2016 shows), either they had other hidden reasons (i.e. political
reasons), either they did not have the necessary knowledge to make the best use of this land available in Princes
Risborough (making sure that the solutions provided were achievable within the deadline set by the Government);
either because of lack of interest/care of the WDC members. In all these cases, the problem is the WD Council (the
negligence, the lack of skills, the political influence, the convenience of the representatives/managers, or all of the
above) and not the lack of land (due to Green Belt and AONB) - as this institution states in their published documents.
The AVDC experts should create a back-up Local Plan for AVD which included only the 19,400 homes that were
originally set up for this District (or to create a back-up Local Plan as close to reality as possible in order to have the
right picture of what will happen in the AV District between 2013 - 2033). 30% of the 27,400 proposed houses in the
current Local Plan are based on the word '' IF '': if the other Planning Inspectors are not increasing the number of
homes in these Districts, if the statements provided by the Councils are real, etc (this situation should have been
avoided from the very beginning).
The AVDC experts to check if Chiltern/South Bucks Districts used the same strategy as Wycombe District regarding
the un-met need or there the un-fulfilled need is justified.
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The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the transport
network.
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Full Text:

Support is given to the recognition in paragraph 3.14 that the majority of growth is focused in Aylesbury, Buckingham,
Winslow, Wendover, Haddenham and adjacent to Milton Keynes.

Summary:

Support is given to the recognition in paragraph 3.14 that the majority of growth is focused in Aylesbury, Buckingham,
Winslow, Wendover, Haddenham and adjacent to Milton Keynes.
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3.14 WPC, has been reluctant to support growth in areas that do not support the economy and well being of Aylesbury
Vale itself, or those adjoining districts where housing need cannot be properly or realistically met. For this reason,
WPC only reluctantly supports the allocation 'adjacent to Milton Keynes' because these 2212 houses approx (357
completions/commitments and 1855 allocations) can only support the provision of homes, jobs and leisure to the
benefit of Milton Keynes, an adjoining authority where such growth is neither needed or located in the best sustainable
location, (as proven by MKC's decision to seek longer term growth across the M1 motorway towards Bedford) This
said, WPC understand that due to the history and timing of 'Salden Chase' and 'Eaton Leys' the proposed sites that
adjoin Milton Keynes, which now benefits from planning consents (subject to reserved matters and legal/financial
agreements being agreed and discharged), there development is inevitable. WPC believe this is unfortunate,
especially as Milton Keynes Council are now looking to grow the city to the east of the M1 motorway. It would have
been more appropriate, in WPC's opinion, if these allocations had been included in the next review of VALP as part of a
new settlement within Aylesbury Vale, to the benefit of that district, where it can then be properly said to 'help to deliver
facilities and services needed and enable an integrated and balanced approach to the provision of homes, jobs and
leisure' within Aylesbury Vale as opposed to simply helping Milton Keynes. The site adjacent to Milton Keynes may
'minimise the need to travel' but sadly the vast majority of future residents within this area will migrate towards Milton
Keynes for work, leisure, shopping and any number of other social reason - all to the detriment of Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

WPC again reluctantly support this paragraph, (specifically because the two sites adjoining Milton Keynes have
effectively been granted planning consent), but wish to again draw the Inspectors attention to the inappropriate
allocations within Aylesbury Vale, that happen to adjoin the Milton Keynes district. That said, WPC fully supports
development at the other five listed locations.
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Full Text:

The statement is inaccurate. Wendover is not one of areas where the majority of housing need is being met. There is
no housing allocation for Wendover. AVDC have removed Wendover housing allocation and moved it to Halton. It
appears Halton has been linked with Wendover to overcome the fact that Halton is not a suitable sustainable are
suitable for development as it has no supporting infrastructure.

Summary:

The statement is inaccurate. Wendover is not one of areas where the majority of housing need is being met. There is
no housing allocation for Wendover. AVDC have removed Wendover housing allocation and moved it to Halton. It
appears Halton has been linked with Wendover to overcome the fact that Halton is not a suitable sustainable are
suitable for development as it has no supporting infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Accurately state where housing needs are being met geographically. Do not fudge boundaries and parishes.
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INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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3.14

Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. Likely Wendover will serve as major hub for the
development. Infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will result in challenges for
Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise over time, hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and other resources will be in
line with this growth. Allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover is welcome.
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Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

want to stress the importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the deliverability
of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a reliance on strategic sites to deliver the
majority of new homes within the plan period. Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could
lead to the LPA not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery on strategic
sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and sound housing trajectory.
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Objection is raised to the identification that an early review of the Plan will be undertaken to take account of newly
emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on calculating housing need amongst other issues.
This is not an appropriate approach to take. The current Plan should take account of the changed methodology at this
stage, as it is clear that examination of the Plan will take place after the new methodology comes into use.

Summary:

Objection is raised to the identification that an early review of the Plan will be undertaken to take account of newly
emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on calculating housing need amongst other issues.
This is not an appropriate approach to take. The current Plan should take account of the changed methodology at this
stage, as it is clear that examination of the Plan will take place after the new methodology comes into use.

Change to Plan

The Plan should take account of the Government's changed methodology on calculating housing need now. This
should not be left to an early review of the Plan
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Objection is raised to the identification that an early review of the Plan will be undertaken to take account of newly
emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on calculating housing need. This is not an
appropriate approach to take. The current Plan should take account of the changed methodology at this stage, as it
clear that examination of the Plan will take place after the new methodology comes into use.

Summary:

Objection is raised to the identification that an early review of the Plan will be undertaken to take account of newly
emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on calculating housing need. This is not an
appropriate approach to take. The current Plan should take account of the changed methodology at this stage, as it
clear that examination of the Plan will take place after the new methodology comes into use.

Change to Plan

The Plan should take account of the Government's changed methodology on calculating housing need now. This
should not be left to an early review of the Plan
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Full Text:

It is a flawed strategy to "cram in" houses around Aylesbury. The council should not have so easily withdrawn the plans
for a new town to the North of the District. Ultimately this would have made good planning sense based on the evidence
and the National Infrastructure plans in terms of East West Rail and the [now accelerated] plans for the Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway. The above paragraph talks about "an early review" but this does not make sense - it should be
in the plan from the beginning. Put simply it is just far too convenient for the Council to pursue this strategy because
this has been the 'group think' for so many years. They need to look at the evidence and the evidence is that there are
too many houses in this plan crammed into on place. This will result in economic stagnation and Aylesbury becoming a
dormitory town.

Summary:

Think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset.

Change to Plan

Reduce the number of houses at Aylesbury especially to the South of the town where the gaps between villages are
too small to accommodate large housing developments. The plan a major new town to the North that will not only fulfil
the housing requirement of this plan but look further out to the requirement beyond 2033.
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A new town, based on the proposed East-West link, should be included in the Plan from the outset.

Summary:

A new town, based on the proposed East-West link, should be included in the Plan from the outset.

Change to Plan

AVDC need to rethink their strategy to incorporate the likely East-West link
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The VALP does not take into account the possible location of a New Town along the proposed Oxford Cambridge
Expressway. The Expressway is a committed scheme and the planned route(s) takes it through the Vale of Aylesbury.

Summary:

The VALP does not take into account the possible location of a New Town along the proposed Oxford Cambridge
Expressway. The Expressway is a committed scheme and the planned route(s) takes it through the Vale of Aylesbury.

Change to Plan

Think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset.
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Respondent: Mr Trevor Toms [29141]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The reduction in housing figures still leaves a requirement for more houses than exist in many larger villages/small
towns within the Vale.
Suggesting, therefore, that new settlement is inappropriate is in itself inappropriate.

Summary:

The reduction in housing figures still leaves a requirement for more houses than exist in many larger villages/small
towns within the Vale.
Suggesting, therefore, that new settlement is inappropriate is in itself inappropriate.

Change to Plan

Reconsider the option of a new settlement.
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.15 WPC support 'a new settlement' as part of an early review of this plan, but it's location - or their locations (should
two new settlements be required) - must be driven by the final, and built routing of the Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway, as this will ultimately provide the best sustainable location solution. The other important 'driver' for the
location of any new settlement must be the timing and opening of east-west rail, which will clearly pre-date and be
operative way before the Expressway.

Summary:

3.15 WPC support 'a new settlement' as part of an early review of this plan, but it's location - or their locations (should
two new settlements be required) - must be driven by the final, and built routing of the Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway, as this will ultimately provide the best sustainable location solution. The other important 'driver' for the
location of any new settlement must be the timing and opening of east-west rail, which will clearly pre-date and be
operative way before the Expressway.
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Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This plan does not consider the feelings of current inhabitants, we like Aylesbury because its a Market Town small
friendly and homely. What you are trying to achieve is another Milton Keynes without the infrastructure. We have single
track roads, a small town centre and many local communities which what to stay independent.

Summary:

This plan does not consider the feelings of current inhabitants, we like Aylesbury because its a Market Town small
friendly and homely. What you are trying to achieve is another Milton Keynes without the infrastructure. We have single
track roads, a small town centre and many local communities which what to stay independent.

Change to Plan

Remember what is practical with in the area of Aylesbury.
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Full Text:

N/A

Planning
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD
Contact officer:
Karen.attwood@southoxon.gov.uk
Tel: 01235 422600
Textphone users add 18001 before you dial
Your reference:
Our reference:
Dear Sir/Madam
Officer Response
South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
2013-2033 Proposed Submission version
Please find below an officer's response to the proposed submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-2033. Our formal response is in the process of being signed off by
the relevant cabinet member and will follow in due-course.
SODC considers the plan to be sound, legally compliant and meet the requirements of Duty to Cooperate.
SODC does not think it to be necessary to attend the examination unless the Inspector believes it
necessary to demonstrate Duty to Co-operate has been followed. An MoU between SODC and
Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is expected to be signed shortly.
Housing Need:
As part of the Duty to Co-operate we continue to monitor the possibility of any potential unmet
needs particularly housing from neighbouring councils. Both councils recognise we are not within the
same Housing Market Area (HMA) and as such there is no need to address any development needs
resulting from the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. It has been noted that AVDC has increased its
housing requirement by 8,000 homes during the plan period to 27,400 homes as a result of the
collective unmet housing need arising from the authorities to its south, namely Wycombe, Chiltern
and South Bucks. It is recognised that AVDC has sufficient suitable and deliverable sites to meet this
need and would not require any of this to be met by SODC.
On page 33 of the VALP it states 'we fully anticipate the need to carry out an early review of VALP to
take into account newly emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on
calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major strategic schemes'. As such SODC would like
to maintain an ongoing dialogue and be updated following any review of the housing need for AVDC
and any unmet need resulting from the wider Central Buckinghamshire HMA.
Haddenham and Thame cross border issues:
Overall the sites proposed for development within the VALP are not considered to have a significant
cross border impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as the majority of new homes required are
some distance from the shared border with development focused on Aylesbury and other existing
settlements with no new settlements planned. However, it has been noted that a significant number
of new dwellings is to be allocated at Haddenham. Page 38 of VALP sets out the overall number of
dwellings to come forward during the plan period. At Haddenham a total of 1,051 homes of which
more than half are committed or completed. The remaining 315 being allocated within the VALP. On
its own it is not considered to have a significant impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as this is a
significant reduction on previous versions of the VALP which included a new settlement near
Haddenham. It has been noted that Haddenham remains a potential location for a new settlement if
after a review of the plan it is determined the need exists. SODC would like to remain in contact on
this issue in order to better understand the cross-border impacts of the proposed development and
any future growth in the area, particularly on the A415 between Haddenham and Thame. We would
seek continued dialogue with AV on the potential infrastructure implications resulting from
development at Haddenham and Thame and would like to explore the potential for joint working on
further studies.
The South Oxfordshire Playing Pitch Strategy identifies a significant proportion of the pitch provision
in the North sub-area of the district based around Chinnor to cater for teams and residents arising
from Aylesbury Vale. The strategy recognises that significant additional growth in Aylesbury Vale
could lead to insufficient capacity at these pitches. We would welcome dialogue with AV on the
implications of this and the potential for sharing developer contributions to address the impacts of
increased demand for these pitches and their associated facilities as a result of significant growth in
Aylesbury Vale.
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway Implications:
Assessment of the potential corridors for the route of the Expressway are currently being
investigated by Highways England. The proposed Southern route option would likely run in close
proximity to Thame and Haddenham and would have a significant impact on the area. Should a more
northerly route be chosen, this could also have wider traffic and environmental impacts that would
need careful consideration. The councils have been co-operating on this matter for some time to
better understand the potential implications of the project. Should this option be taken forward
there will be a need for further joint working/liaison to explore and plan for both the economic
benefits and environmental impacts of these proposals.
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Chinnor Reservoir:
As a result of Thames Water confirming that there are no longer any plans for a Chinnor reservoir,
the site is no longer needed to be safeguarded in either Local Plan. Both councils came to an
agreement on this in May 2017 and a statement as such will be included in an agreed Memorandum
of Understanding ahead of the submission stage of VALP and SODC Local Plan.
Duty to Co-operate:
It is important to maintain officer and member level Duty to Co-operate dialogue to better
understand the issues above and any other issues that may impact on each council in-order to
positively plan for development and mitigate impacts. SODC looks forward to finalising a formal
Memorandum of Understanding with AVDC which is currently being drafted, as well as a wider
Memorandum of Understanding/ Statement of Common Ground on cross-border transport matters
which is also proposed to include Wycombe District Council and the respective County Councils.
If any clarification is required on any of the above comments or any issues relating to this response,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards
Ryan Hunt
Enquires Officer
Policy Team
South Oxfordshire District Council
Summary:

On page 33 of the VALP it states 'we fully anticipate the need to carry out an early review of VALP to
take into account newly emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on
calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major strategic schemes'. As such SODC would like
to maintain an ongoing dialogue and be updated following any review of the housing need for AVDC
and any unmet need resulting from the wider Central Buckinghamshire HMA.
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Respondent: mR. Cameron Sinclair [32229]
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Full Text:

N/A

3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
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Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]
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Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
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Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]
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Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 3.15
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Philip & Tina Brown [30599]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, 3.15
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
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I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 3.15
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
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Respondent: Mrs B Daniel [28672]
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SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
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Respondent: High Barrow Holdings (Mr. Ikram Haq) [32253]

Agent:

Ingleton Wood LLP (Rebecca Howard) [32408]

Full Text:

Refer to attached response.

Summary:

Para 3.15 of the VALP states that there will be an early review of the Plan to take into account or emerging issues
including the Government's revised methodology for calculating housing need. The recognition that the plan will require
early review suggests that it has been submitted prematurely and does not take into account up to-date and relevant
evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area, as required by Para
158 of the NPPF.
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]
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N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
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Respondent: Barbara White [30160]
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Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
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Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]
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N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3.15

We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

The VALP is dependent upon the delivery of at least one new settlement to meet a robust assessment of the OAN
currently and to address the as yet unknown additional needs which will arise from the standardised methodology, the
unmet needs of the region and other economic drivers.
Waldridge Garden Village provides the most sustainable option for such a new settlement.
In order to secure the delivery of this and any other new settlement and to enable these to deliver on time, there should
be a commitment to these including the identification of broad locations.

Change to Plan

The VALP should commit to the delivery of a new settlement and identify that this would most sustainably be
accommodated at Haddenham. It should also identify that Waldridge Garden Village provides the most sustainable
option at Haddenham.
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Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
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Respondent: W K Boxhall [28450]
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N/A

3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
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Respondent: Mrs Ann Webbley [28640]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead
to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans (outside
the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building. This also means that this part of the
plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of developers' proposals. The VALP should
reconsider a new settlement in the north of the district.

Change to Plan

The VALP should reconsider a new settlement in the north of the district.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1654 - 28640 - 3.15 - ii, iii

1654

Object

3. Strategic

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

3.15

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Webbley, Ann 28640.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1657 - 32225 - 3.15 - None

1657

Object

3. Strategic

3.15

Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

It is positive that the Council recognises at para 3.15 that the Local Plan will need to be reviewed, however the Plan
currently provides no firm commitment to the review or any indication as to when it will take place. There are a number
of issues that strongly suggest an early review is needed.

Change to Plan

To ensure timely and co-ordinated progress on these matters, it is recommended that the Local Plan should make firm
commitment to a review in a set timescale via the introduction of a new policy with a timeframe provided for
commencement and adoption.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

It is apparent from the analysis set out at Sections 4 and 5 of this representation that the
Proposed Submission Local Plan needs to be revisited, such that it allocates additional
land which can be delivered in the short-medium term. This is in order to address the
pressing housing need which has arisen in the district and HMA. However, we do not
agree that it is appropriate to entirely delay (until a future Local Plan Review) planning
for a new settlement (at an appropriate location) to meet this additional growth.
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Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

not the most appropriate strategy and cannot be justified. The VALP does not take into account the possible location of
a New Town along the proposed East West Expressway which is a committed scheme and the planned route. The
National Infrastructure Commission has called for billions of pounds of infrastructure investment relating to East-West
Rail and the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. A ground breaking new deal between Whitehall and local leaders could
also lead to the first new towns in the UK for half a century. AVDC should think long term and include a new town in the
VALP from the outset.
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Respondent: Michelle Hughes [30145]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not Justified
as the most appropriate strategy.
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Respondent: Ether Solutions (Mr David Martin) [29611]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
3.15 New settlement
Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.

Summary:

Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

T does not take into account the possible location of a New Town along the proposed East West Expressway which is
a committed scheme and the planned route takes it through the North of Aylesbury Vale. The National Infrastructure
Commission has called for billions of pounds of infrastructure investment relating to East-West Rail and the OxfordCambridge Expressway. A ground breaking new deal between Whitehall and local leaders could also lead to the first
new towns in the UK for half a century. AVDC should think long term and include a new town in the VALP from the
outset.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]
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N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2352 - 32388 - 3.15 - None

2352

Object

3. Strategic

3.15

Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on what is
required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the expressway and
a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of the Vale.
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Full Text:
Dear Sirs,
The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ("VALP")
My comments on specific areas of the draft Plan are as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 - Sustainable development
Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
3.15 - New settlement
AVDC should be forward looking and should be working with national government to leverage the
huge opportunities presented by infrastructure provision envisaged by the National Infrastructure
Commission regarding East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
The western end of EWR is due for delivery within the draft VALP horizon. It does not appear to
have been considered adequately in the draft VALP.
Recommendation 4 of the National Infrastructure Commission's interim report says, in relation to
the East West Rail and Oxford - Cambridge Expressway projects:
"To fully maximise the benefits of the project local authorities should recognise the transformational
benefits of East West Rail and develop and agree, working with national government, an ambitious
strategy for housing development and deliver around stations and station towns." (my emphasis)
The proposed route options for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway should be properly considered.
Option A (the 'green route') passes just to the North of Aylesbury
Option B (the 'purple route') passes between Aylesbury and Bicester, running parallel with the East
West Rail route.
Why wouldn't you consider a new settlement next to infrastructure that is being funded by national
government? It is surely the most sensible solution to the need for extra housing. I cannot see any
attempt in the VALP to work with national government to deliver a forward looking solution. What
is presented is a piecemeal plan, driven by developers'' profit motives.
Aylesbury deserves better than this. The VALP is inward‐looking in this regard. What is being
presented is a poor piece of work. It is simply not good enough.
Interventions - Link Roads
Many parts of the link roads forming the proposed orbital route are said to be 'aspirational'. This
means that they are not funded. Who is supposed to be paying for them? Will they ever be built?
Even those parts of the orbital route that are supposedly funded, will be built at different times. The
whole thing will not be opened in one go. What consideration has been given to the effect on traffic
of a partly completed road system?
Site D‐AGT1 - South Aylesbury
In the SEALR consultation, the South East Aylesbury Link Road is shown as passing through
undeveloped fields.
In the draft VALP, the SEALR isn't shown, but the area is shown covered in more houses. The traffic
from the houses has to be catered for. How is this traffic supposed to access the SEALR? There are
no junctions shown in the SEALR plans that I can see.
This is yet another example of the left hand not knowing (or caring) what the right hand is doing. It
is incredibly poor infrastructure planning. Again, what traffic modelling has been done to assess the
effect of 2,000 houses on what is supposed to be a strategic link route?
Policy H1 - Affordable housing
All large developments must provide at least 30% affordable housing, or serviced self‐build plots on
which younger people can build for themselves.
Even the council's own development at Woodlands ignores this basic requirement and only requires
20%. If the council ignores this need, the developers will take the council's lead and ignore it as
well.
It is simply not satisfactory for developers to say that 'up to' X% of affordable housing will be
provided. 'Up to' can mean 0% percent.
It really worries me that ignoring the needs of those who want to get onto the housing ladder, will
deny Aylesbury the opportunity to be home for the younger people that every town needs.
Summary:

AVDC should be forward looking and should be working with national government to leverage the
huge opportunities presented by infrastructure provision envisaged by the National Infrastructure
Commission regarding East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
The western end of EWR is due for delivery within the draft VALP horizon. It does not appear to
have been considered adequately in the draft VALP.
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Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
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My comments on the above are:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
3.15 New Settlement
A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
3.22 Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is
what we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
4.16 ATS
Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan
made by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
9.38 Air Quality
This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
John Raines

Summary:

A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
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Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

The OAN currently underestimates the likely development requirements over the Plan period, therefore significant
additional land allocations should be provided. Paragraph 3.15 of the Plan must reference more explicitly the
Government's and the NIC's overarching vision for the CMKO Corridor. Concerns raised about the timing of identifying
a new settlement after the Expressway route has been selected. The potential/ proposed settlement location should be
used to influence the route of the Expressway and to ensure supporting infrastructure is integrated e.g East West Rail.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.
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Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

A New Settlement forms the best, most sustainable, and least contentious approach to deliver significantly more
homes in the District over the Plan period. The Council acknowledges that a New Settlement will be needed and will
form part of an early Review of the VALP but the New Settlement site should be allocated now to ensure delivery
through that early Review and during the Plan period.
We consider land to the north of Winslow Allocation WIN001, known as the Greenway Project, represents the preferred
option for a New Settlement in Aylesbury Vale and should be allocated in the VALP now.
As currently drafted the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan will not deliver the homes required in the District and has not
considered fully all of the reasonable alternative options available to the District.

Change to Plan

The most sustainable and deliverable option for additional growth in Winslow and the District is land to the north of
Allocation WIN001 , more commonly referred to as the 'Greenway Project', which has been promoted for development
over an extended period. We consider The Greenway Project represents the preferred option for a
New Settlement in the District where it is the most sustainable and deliverable option, and is closely linked to key
infrastructure priorities identified within the draft VALP.
We consider that the Greenway Project should be allocated as a New Settlement now to enable the VALP to deliver
the homes required in the District and HMA, and to make the VALP sound and legally compliant.
Please see the enclosed document: 'Greenway - Promotion of Land North of Winslow' for further details and
justification of the Greenway Project as a sustainable and deliverable option for growth in Winslow and Aylesbury Vale
District. This has previously been submitted to the Council as part of the promotional activity for this land.
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Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Expressway PDF.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2687 - 32109 - 3.15 - i, ii, iii, iv

2687
3. Strategic

Object
3.15

Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - OAN PDF.PDF
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Roger & Reidunn Green [28951]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.3 The resulting increase in number of cars will aggravate yet further the already badly overloaded traffic system
3.15 Given uncertainty of future developments (eg E/W rail) this proposal should be redesigned and consideration
given to planning a completely new town, and not try to solve problems with a short term 'fudge'.
3.22 "Seeking to preserve" does not ensure that coalescence of villages will not occur. Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will be subsumed into Aylesbury.
4.14 Long awaited development of Aylesbury town centre cannot be achieved without free flow of traffic, both in and out
of the town.
4.16 ATS modeling criticized by BCC as poorly planned. Without sound data an effective solution is impossible.
4.125 Already there are further planned proposals for increased building (eg RAF Halton 1000 houses) which must be
considered if future traffic is to be accommodated. The proposed plan is poorly prepared and ineffective.

Summary:

Given uncertainty of future developments (eg E/W rail) this proposal should be redesigned and consideration given to
planning a completely new town, and not try to solve problems with a short term 'fudge'.
The proposed plan does not adequately address the inevitable increase in volume of traffic not prevent coalescence of
communities. It is poorly prepared and completely ineffective.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Green Roger 28951 Valp Response form.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 205 - 31844 - 3.16 - None

205

Support

3. Strategic

3.16

Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Support is given to the Plan's acknowledgement that in addition to growth at the strategic settlements, further growth
will also take place at the larger, medium and smaller villages reflecting the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development.

Summary:

Support is given to the Plan's acknowledgement that in addition to growth at the strategic settlements, further growth
will also take place at the larger, medium and smaller villages reflecting the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development.
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Respondent: Mr. Terry Annable [32241]

Agent:

Framptons Town Planning (Ms. Karen Hinley)
[32242]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission November 2017 Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 20132033 submitted on behalf of Mr Terry Annable

Summary:

The Housing Land Supply of 28,830 represents a buffer of only 5.2%. In Medium Villages identified in Table 2,
provision is made in Policy S2(h) for 1,095 dwellings of which 274 are allocations and the remainder are
completions/commitments. Given uncertainties about delivery in the Medium Villages, it would be reasonable to expect
a higher level of non-implementation than 5.2%. There is justification for additional allocations at Medium Villages
provided they meet the requirements of Policy S2(h) i.e. "at a scale in keeping with the local character and setting."
Land south of Gawcott is proposed as an allocation for 24 dwellings.

Change to Plan

We propose the Land South of Gawcott as an allocation for up to 24 dwellings.
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Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable 9237 Representation Form Part B S3.pdf
Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable Provisional site layout (2).pdf
Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable 9237 Representation Form Part B S2.pdf
Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable 9237 Representation Form Part A.pdf
Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable 9237 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable 9237 Gawcott red line plan.pdf
Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable Proposed Site Access 16159-09e.pdf
Hingley, Karen 32242, T.Annable Tracking Proposed Site Access 16159-09e.pdf
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Respondent: Mrs Alina Neagoe [32016]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

see attachment for full rep
* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of
Understanding signed in July 2017. Paragraph 2.1 (d) of this document sets out the conditions under which
the resultant unmet housing need of different Districts would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit': 'The
Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area
based on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant
need would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent
with achieving sustainable development.'
As you will see below, the Wycombe District has the potential for a greater number of new homes to be built
within the District (as Aylesbury Vale District Council also stated in the representation sent in August 2016),
but for various reasons they decided not to use these sites (and instead to using as an argument for the unmet
need the lack of land within the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true).
By including the 2,250 dwellings (derived from the un-met target for Wycombe District) into the Aylesbury
Vale Local Plan, although these AVDC experts know that WDC has more potential for development beyond the
Green Belt and AONB at Princes Risborough - both Council's become accomplices in non-compliance with the
MoU rules set up in July 2017.
* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District does not mention that the 27,400 dwellings represent just a
provisional figure - and the final number will only be set when the other local plans from Buckinghamshire
(showing un-met need) will be approved (Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe
District Council).
In this Local Plan, AVDC started from the idea that the un-met need declared by the other Councils is real, but
this is not true in the Wycombe District. We are many land owners/developers from the Wycombe District
that sent a representation to the independent Planning Inspector in charge of validating this Local Plan
providing - asking our land to be used for development for the period 2013 - 2033 (and showing that our sites
are eligible for development).
Enter your full representation here:
Paragraph/Policy/Other: Duty to Co-operate
In July 2017 Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe District
Council, and the Bucks Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership (BTVLEP) signed the Buckinghamshire Duty to
Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding.
The process set out at paragraph 2.1 (d) of the Buckinghamshire Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) in relation to unmet housing needs was that:
'The Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area based
on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant need would be met
elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent with achieving sustainable
development.'
It should be noted at paragraph 4.1 that:
'This is not a legally binding document but is an agreement and working understanding through which authorities are
agreeing approaches for working together on shared planning principles and approaches to issues joint evidence and
the content of respective local plans where relevant. The content will be kept under review and may be modified by
agreement to take account of any relevant changes in circumstances. The following authorities agree to the above.'
It is noted in the MoU that Wycombe District has a significant level of Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) which paragraph 3.16 of the Wycombe District Local Plan states is approximately 50% and 70%
respectively.
However, there are areas within the Wycombe District which do not fall into Green Belt or AONB which can
accommodate sustainable development over and above that which has already been allocated. It is my representation
that further land is available in Wycombe District that can be sustainably allocated to the north/north east of Princes
Risborough. Even the Aylesbury Valley District Council experts had doubts about the lack of land in the Wycombe
District to accommodate the full 15,000/13,200 homes. To demonstrate this, in 2016 a report was commissioned by
AVDC relating to the number of houses Wycombe District Council has the capacity to provide. This independent Why
we are in this situation? Because the WDC experts used a wrong approach (from the beginning) at creation of the
Local Plan for this District: instead of identifying additional sites suitable for development inside the Wycombe District
(to fully achieve the target set up by the Government) they checked what un-met need can be accommodated by
Aylesbury Vale District and then speculated at maximum this opportunity (using as an excuse the lack of land inside
the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true - and we truly hope that this mistake will be corrected by the
Planning Inspector). Aylesbury Vale District Council signaled since August 2016 that ''the draft Wycombe District Local
Plan seems to only have considered the provision of 10,000 homes and appears to have made only a limited attempt to
accommodate the full 15,000 homes''. My representation supports this conclusion (but AVDC had to be stronger and
more determined in demonstrating these irregularities before accepting the 2,250 dwellings un-met need to be
transferred from Wycombe District. This may have happened if the AVDC sent a representation in November 2017, but
these documents are not public at this time and a Freedom of Information request would take me a month until I get an
answer - so I could not verify this in a timely manner). I am one of the people directly affected by this decision by WDC
to transfer the un-met need to Aylesbury Vale District due to lack of land inside the District (because WDC not only
does not use our land to build the house, but adds new restrictions - turning it without justification into the Green
Buffer). To better understand our situation I have attached to this representation a copy of the representation for
Wycombe District Local Plan submitted by the Planning expert (Mr. Paul Smith) on our behalf - in December 2017.

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

how will the AVDC plan change if the 2250 homes from the un-met need for WDC will no longer be transferred to
Aylesbury Vale District (because Wycombe District must fully respect the Buckinghamshire Duty to Cooperate
Memorandum of Understanding)? What if also some of the 5,750 dwellings will no longer be transferred from
Chiltern/South Bucks? Will this Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale continue to reflect the reality after serious modifications
regarding the un-met need (being jeopardized)? Does the Aylesbury Vale have a back-up Local Plan to contain only the
number of homes originally set up for this District (19,400 dwellings)?

Change to Plan

The changes which are required (in my view) to make the Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District I added the following
conclusions below:
It is noted that a Duty to Cooperate Memorandum has been signed with the neighbouring authorities in July 2017,
but the Wycombe District Council does not respect the conditions set out in this memorandum (and Aylesbury Vale
Council has overlooked this aspect). Wycombe District should go further to secure development within its own District
boundary, because further sustainable development can be achieved outside of the Green Belt/AONB at Princes
Risborough.
The AVDC experts should help once again the WDC experts: by reading the representations sent by the land
owners/developers in November 2017 from Wycombe District; by making further analysis of available sites through a
further ''policy off'' HELAA; by helping them to hold a new call for sites; etc
The AVDC experts should help the WDC experts to modify/improve the Local Plan for Princess Risborough,
proposing solutions that are achievable in the time period mentioned by the Government (2013 - 2033), but increasing
the number of homes to be built in this town (and showing to the community members that they have no reasons to be
worried, because: enough schools, GP's, parking spaces, shops, etc will be included in the final Local Plan).
Note: The WDC representatives in charge of creating the Local Plan for Princes Risborough: either did not want to use
the entire quantity of land available in the area (proposing only 2,600 dwellings instead of 4,000 - as one of the
scenarios from the Sustainability Appraisal - March 2016 shows), either they had other hidden reasons (i.e. political
reasons), either they did not have the necessary knowledge to make the best use of this land available in Princes
Risborough (making sure that the solutions provided were achievable within the deadline set by the Government);
either because of lack of interest/care of the WDC members. In all these cases, the problem is the WD Council (the
negligence, the lack of skills, the political influence, the convenience of the representatives/managers, or all of the
above) and not the lack of land (due to Green Belt and AONB) - as this institution states in their published documents.
The AVDC experts should create a back-up Local Plan for AVD which included only the 19,400 homes that were
originally set up for this District (or to create a back-up Local Plan as close to reality as possible in order to have the
right picture of what will happen in the AV District between 2013 - 2033). 30% of the 27,400 proposed houses in the
current Local Plan are based on the word '' IF '': if the other Planning Inspectors are not increasing the number of
homes in these Districts, if the statements provided by the Councils are real, etc (this situation should have been
avoided from the very beginning).
The AVDC experts to check if Chiltern/South Bucks Districts used the same strategy as Wycombe District regarding
the un-met need or there the un-fulfilled need is justified.
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Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109]

Agent:

Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

Regarding the inclusion of a new settlement we consider that the VALP current position is likely to give rise to
significant objection from residents of numerous settlements which will hamper the delivery of the required homes in
Aylesbury Vale. The New Settlement should be allocated now and not part of an early review due to the length of time
to deliver a new settlement.
Land to the North of Winslow (WIN001 - Greenway project) has been previously promoted is the most sustainable
option for a new settlement in the district and is located adjacent to key infrastructure priorities.

Change to Plan

Allocation of WIN001 as the preferred option for a new settlement in the District.
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Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - OAN PDF.PDF
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Another major problem with the VALP springs up every time any of the figures for housing is looked
at in detail, it is very difficult to establish a set point. Almost all the figures given are variations, 650
more houses, 15 more traveller pitches, but nowhere are the base or starting figures nor the target
figures for 2033. This makes assessment of the plan difficult as also any future monitoring.
Minor points which appear include in paragraph 3.17 the suggestion, with little backing, that a 5.9%
contingency should be added to the housing figure which becomes 5.2% in table 1.

Change to Plan

a 5.9%
contingency should be added to the housing figure which becomes 5.2% in table 1.
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

We would question whether the approach of over-allocating by 5.2% provides sufficient headroom to ensure the
delivery of a significant uplift in the housing requirement, especially when the Council has had a track record of under
delivery in previous year. To provide the context ASL would highlight that since 2011 the Council have only achieved
the delivery of 1,370 new homes (the proposed annual requirement) in 2014/15.
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Respondent: Mr Tim Jones [28526]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The document appears to assume as a given, that we have to adopt the additional homes that are not to be built in
South Bucks, this is unreasonable. Where does this passing of responsibility end? Can we expect to absorb the
shortcoming of Northants, Beds and Milton Keynes as well?
Once this 'process' is established there will be boundary or control that can be fairly reasoned for or against. We must
address the needs of North Bucks and North Bucks only. The environmental impact of this diktat will be enormous.

Summary:

The document appears to assume as a given, that we have to adopt the additional homes that are not to be built in
South Bucks, this is unreasonable. Where does this passing of responsibility end? Can we expect to absorb the
shortcoming of Northants, Beds and Milton Keynes as well?
Once this 'process' is established there will be boundary or control that can be fairly reasoned for or against. We must
address the needs of North Bucks and North Bucks only. The environmental impact of this diktat will be enormous.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Full Text:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Objection is raised to the level of housing numbers identified in this version of the Plan on the basis that it is not
positively prepared. The previous iteration of the Plan in 2016, identified a total of 33,000 houses would be provided in
the plan period, whilst this Submission version has reduced this figure to 27,400. Of this new total it states that 19,400
are provided to meet the needs of Aylesbury Vale District, 2,250 to meet the needs of Wycombe District and 5,750 to
meet the needs of Chiltern/South Bucks. The basis of these figures comes from the Buckinghamshire HEDNA. The
HEDNA has undergone a number of revisions and has been subject to significant criticism for the way it has been
undertaken and is yet to be fully tested through examination. Furthermore, the HEDNA does not take into account
Government Initiatives to increase growth along the Cambridge to Oxford growth corridor nor does it use the proposed
new standard methodology which is likely to increase the housing requirements of the housing market area. The
Council is suggesting that the new methodology can be addressed through a future update to the Plan but this would
not accord with the emerging timetable of implementation for the new methodology which will require all plans to accord
with it from April 2018. Since examination of this Plan will be after this date it should clearly be prepared with this
change incorporated.
A central requirement of NPPF is the provision of sufficient housing to meet the needs of present and future
generations and in doing so widen the choice of housing. To achieve this, it requires Local Planning Authorities to
positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their areas and that 'Local Plans should meet
objectively assessed needs , with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change' and 'set out a clear strategy for allocating
sufficient land'. Delivery is underpinned in NPPF by paragraph 47, which seeks to significantly boost the supply of
housing requiring local planning authorities to 'use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area'.
It is considered that the development strategy and proposed level of housing provision set out in Policy S2 will not
provide for sufficient levels of sustainable development to meet the OAN of the District and HMAs and therefore does
not meet the test of soundness as it fails to accord with NPPF.
Furthermore, this level of housing provision could seriously impact on the future prospects of the District and have
negative impacts on the provision of affordable housing for local people making the District less attractive as a location
for people to live and work.
Objection is also made to the level of growth identified at Winslow. This is a strategic settlement and it is considered
that given its sustainability credentials, including a new free school and rail station, it has the ability to deliver more
homes that the 1,166 currently identified.

Summary:

It is considered that the development strategy and proposed level of housing provision set out in Policy S2 will not
provide for sufficient levels of sustainable development to meet the OAN of the District and HMAs and therefore does
not meet the test of soundness as it fails to accord with NPPF.

Change to Plan

Additional development within the District should be allocated in the Plan
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Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Full Text:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Objection is raised to the level of housing numbers identified in this version of the Plan on the basis that it is not
positively prepared. The previous iteration of the Plan in 2016, identified a total of 33,000 houses would be provided in
the plan period, whilst this Submission version has reduced this figure to 27,400 without ,we believe, sufficient
justification. Of this new total it states that 19,400 are provided to meet the needs of Aylesbury Vale District, 2,250 to
meet the needs of Wycombe District and 5,750 to meet the needs of Chiltern/South Bucks. The basis of these figures
comes from the Buckinghamshire HEDNA (December 2016) but this does not take into account proposed new
standard methodology which is likely to increase the housing requirements of the housing market area. The Council is
suggesting that the new methodology can be addressed through a future update to the Plan but this would not accord
with the emerging timetable of implementation for the new methodology which will require all plans to accord with it
from April 2018. Since examination of this Plan will be after this date it should clearly be prepared with this change
incorporated.
A central requirement of NPPF is the provision of sufficient housing to meet the needs of present and future
generations and in doing so widen the choice of housing. To achieve this, it requires Local Planning Authorities to
positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their areas and that 'Local Plans should meet
objectively assessed needs , with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change' and 'set out a clear strategy for allocating
sufficient land'. Delivery is underpinned in NPPF by paragraph 47, which seeks to significantly boost the supply of
housing requiring local planning authorities to 'use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area'.
It is considered that the development strategy and proposed level of housing provision set out in Policy S2 will not
provide for sufficient levels of sustainable development to meet the OAN of the District and HMAs and therefore does
not meet the test of soundness as it fails to accord with NPPF.
Furthermore, this level of housing provision could seriously impact on the future prospects of the District and have
negative impacts on the provision of affordable housing for local people making the District less attractive as a location
for people to live and work.
Objection is also raised to the proposed level of housing development at medium villages. It is considered that more
development should be directed towards these locations on sustainable sites to ensure that these villages remain
viable.

Summary:

Objection is raised to the level of housing numbers identified in this version of the Plan on the basis that it is not
positively prepared.

Change to Plan

More development is required to be allocated within this Plan
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Respondent: Paradigm Housing (Mr Steve Brown) [29927]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Hello
The only query I have as I do agree you have followed the correct procedure for Duty to Cooperate in the Housing
market area is the fact Lutons unmet need locations is still undetermined. It looks like they were looking to AVDC to
see whether they would accept an allocation. As far as I am concerned as AVDC have already taken 8,000 unmet need
from three other LAs it would be unreasonable to expect AVDC to accept a higher figure.
Please be aware it would be wise to consider Chiltern/ South Bucks unmet need number could well rise as they will be
submitting their local plan after March 2018 when the new methodology will kick in. As they feel they have exhausted
all suitable sites for development it may be AVDC will have to accept a higher figure. (Slough will also have a large
unmet need as this has not been determined either)
Steve Brown | Housing Officer
Paradigm Housing Group

Summary:

The only query I have as I do agree you have followed the correct procedure for Duty to Cooperate in the Housing
market area is the fact Lutons unmet need locations is still undetermined. It looks like they were looking to AVDC to
see whether they would accept an allocation. As far as I am concerned as AVDC have already taken 8,000 unmet need
from three other LAs it would be unreasonable to expect AVDC to accept a higher figure.
Please be aware it would be wise to consider Chiltern/ South Bucks unmet need number could well rise as they will be
submitting their local plan after March 2018 when the new methodology will kick in. As they feel they have exhausted
all suitable sites for development it may be AVDC will have to accept a higher figure. (Slough will also have a large
unmet need as this has not been determined either)
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Respondent: Joyce Graham [31012]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir/Madam.
I am appalled and disappointed by your report and proposals/plans in the VALP. You do not provide schools, doctor's
surgeries, sufficient roads to cope with all the countryside you will ruin, all the wildlife you will kill putting up housing to
turn Aylesbury into a borough of London.
Aylesbury is loosing it's character each time you agree to plans that turn our road system into one long traffic jam. If
you believe that builders care about Aylesbury other than to make money and run straight to the bank, you are fooling
yourselves. They will not be living with the results of the crowding and lack of facilities. I would like to think that those
of the council that are pushing these plans will be around to be accountable for the mess they are making. I believe the
decision makers will be retired, on very good pensions, living elsewhere than Aylesbury well before 2033 when the full
stupidity of this action is realised. As with most public bodies, no one is ever responsible for the failures, they are
usually long gone!
If this email has not been sent to the correct department, I would be grateful if you would forward this to the correct
place. Thanks.
From a saddened member of the public.
Joyce Graham

Summary:

You do not provide schools, doctor's surgeries, sufficient roads to cope with all the countryside you will ruin, all the
wildlife you will kill putting up housing to turn Aylesbury into a borough of London.
Aylesbury is loosing it's character each time you agree to plans that turn our road system into one long traffic jam. If
you believe that builders care about Aylesbury other than to make money and run straight to the bank, you are fooling
yourselves. They will not be living with the results of the crowding and lack of facilities. I would like to think that those
of the council that are pushing these plans will be around to be accountable for the mess they are making.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Milton Keynes Council (Mr Jon Wellstead) [31966]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Proposed Submission Plan Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to consider and comment on your draft Local Plan.
Milton Keynes Council has no objections in principle with the content of the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan and no concerns regarding the Duty to Co-operate.
Policy S2 (Spatial strategy for growth) of the Proposed Submission Local Plan provides for about 1,855 new homes
adjacent to Milton Keynes. We have no objections in principle to the inclusion of Salden Chase (SWMK), provided that
the infrastructure requirements for Salden Chase outlined in the VALP are retained in the final plan and are delivered in
the manner set out in the attached Memorandum of Understanding.
In particular, we welcome the commitment from AVDC to work with MKC to address the infrastructure and services
needed to mitigate the impact of the development on Milton Keynes, including highway improvements, public transport
provision, public rights of way improvements, green infrastructure, community facility, education facilities, health
facilities, local centre and employment area as included in VALP.
We would, however, request that one minor modification is made to the Salden Chase policy (pages 110-114) in the
proposed submission VALP:
* To insert in the Salden Chase policy a requirement for a green buffer to be included on the eastern edge of the site to
protect the adjacent community of West Bletchley.
Yours sincerely
John Cheston, Development Plans Team Leader

Summary:

Policy S2 (Spatial strategy for growth) of the Proposed Submission Local Plan provides for about 1,855 new homes
adjacent to Milton Keynes. We have no objections in principle to the inclusion of Salden Chase (SWMK), provided that
the infrastructure requirements for Salden Chase outlined in the VALP are retained in the final plan and are delivered in
the manner set out in the attached Memorandum of Understanding.
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N/A
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Wellstead, Jonathan 31966, Milton Keynes 27451 - Council Response to VALP Proposed Submission
consultation Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The allocation of housing is too great for the areato the South of Aylesbury. The plan will lead to more local traffic in
the peak times as people commute out of the town. The placement of large housing developments which do not have
sufficient public transport links will result in very high car usage and exacerbate the problem. The expected jobs are no
more than allocations on map. AVDC has a particularly bad track record of delivering jobs. Aylesbury is no more than a
dormitory town for London, Milton Keynes and Oxford commuters.

Summary:

The allocation of housing is too great for the areato the South of Aylesbury. The plan will lead to more local traffic in
the peak times as people commute out of the town. The placement of large housing developments which do not have
sufficient public transport links will result in very high car usage and exacerbate the problem. The expected jobs are no
more than allocations on map. AVDC has a particularly bad track record of delivering jobs. Aylesbury is no more than a
dormitory town for London, Milton Keynes and Oxford commuters.

Change to Plan

See response to 3.15
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Respondent: Arnold White Estates (Bob Williams) [32001]

Agent:

Full Text:

Gardner Planning Ltd (Mr Geoff Gardner) [29664]

I attach the response to the consultation on the Proposed Submission VALP on behalf of Arnold White Estates. This is
in the format of a full written Response because it deals with matters that cannot be adequately set out in a simple form.
However, a completed facsimile of you form is attached as an appendix with contact details and a summary of the
representations (by policy number on separate sheets).
Please acknowledge receipt, note that I wish to participate in the Examination and keep me advised of progress.
Full summary given where it was more than 100 words (more detail in the main report):
S2
1. In order for the Plan to be 'sound' it must be based on robust evidence. The ORS
HEDNA, and thus the basis for the housing numbers in Policy S2 of the PSVALP, is long
and detailed, but essentially flawed. Its robustness is challenged by comparison with
three other sources in which ORS arrives at an annual OAN (970 homes p.a. for the
District) which is well below these: the ONS household projections (1,092), the GL
Hearn 2015 HEDNA (1,326) and the DCLG new methodology (1,499). Even the early
versions of the VALP/HEDNA had a higher OAN based on ONS 2012 projections. Yet
when these figures rose in the 2014 based projections (from 18,404 to 21,028) the
ORS figures fell (from 21,289 to 19,385). Also, the adjustment for migration trends
and other adjustments seem to fluctuate wildly (compare fig 109 in October 2015
with fig 122 in September 2017).
2. The HEDNA's low number is based on an early assumption that the use of a 10-year
migration trend is superior to that which continues to be used by ONS, even though
ORS have raised this point many times in recent years and are likely to be in close
touch with ONS. The ORS methodology reduces the ONS 'demographic starting
point' by over 4,000 households or 19%. There are then many further 'adjustments'
which are very detailed but almost incomprehensible. Even without the higher
numbers of the DCLG new methodology, it fails the test of "simpler, quicker, and
more transparent". A principle of the new methodology is to add a margin well
above household projections. Whilst the DCLG 2017 consultation states that Plans
submitted before 31.3.17 "will continue with the current plan preparation", the ORS
HEDNA numbers are so different to those derived from other sources that a complete
re-assessment is required and the PSVALP should then be based on the new, simpler
and transparent methodology.
3. The GL Hearn 2015 HEDNA arrived at an OAN (without allowance for accommodating
unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities) of 1,326 home p.a. mainly because it
added housing needs of greater economic growth. The Cambs-MK-Oxford Growth Corridor vision and proposals of
2017, supported in the Autumn Budget, reinforce
and extend that growth potential and the consequent need for more housing.
4. The provision for unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities may be inadequate
when the new DCLG methodology is applied to their numbers which are significantly
higher than currently anticipated.
5. The 5-year housing land supply figures are wrongly calculated in PSVALP paras 3.78 3.80 and Table 7 because inadequate provision is made for 'persistent underperformance'
and the correct figures show that a 5-year supply cannot be provided.
This is contrary to NPPF para 47.
6. PSVALP Policy S2, in terms of housing numbers, is therefore unsound because it is
not:
* Positively prepared - the objectively assessed housing needs are not based on
clear and robust evidence, and unmet requirements from adjoining Authorities
may be higher than anticipated.
* Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence.
* Consistent with national policy - no account is taken of the Housing White
Paper and the growth proposals for the Cambs-MK-Oxford Corridor; and
provision for the 5-year housing land supply is inadequate.
D1 & S2
1. Whilst the term "Garden Town" is unobjectionable, the reality is that all the
Aylesbury sites are just urban extensions, two of which (AGT5 Berryfields and AGT6
Kingsbrook) already have planning permission and two (AGT3 Aston Clinton and AGT4
Hampden Fields) are the subject of applications submitted in early 2016.
2. In reality, therefore, the majority of "Garden Town" already (or almost) has planning
permission. Only two sites AGT1 (South Aylesbury) and AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury)
effectively seem open to discussion.
3. In relation to PSVALP Policies CP2 and D1, this Response raises objections to the
proposed allocation of both sites:
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* AGT1 (South Aylesbury, 1,000 homes) is a collection of 6 small sites in different
ownerships without highway access, such that delivery must be in doubt.
* AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury, 1,550 homes) is severely constrained by HS2 of
which the centre line forms the south-west boundary of the site such that for at
least 100m into the site there can be no housing, and even beyond that living
conditions would be uncomfortable. The conclusion of the Core Strategy
Inspector's report in June 2010 on this site was "This would have a major
impact on the deliverability and potentially, the viability of the SGA, through
significant land take in the SW site".
The Plan is therefore unsound because
Positively prepared - two major sites have been allocated not based on clear and
robust evidence.
Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence. Two
other sites proposed by GPL/AWEL are more sustainable, provide significant
benefits, are deliverable and are not adversely affected by HS2.
Berryfields East
1. The AWEL Berryfields East site (Appendix 3 in Full Response) to the NW of Aylesbury
should be considered as part of the growth of Aylesbury as a 'garden town'. The site
was submitted in response to the 'call for sites' in April 2014. It has a gross area of
some 20ha and a net developable area of some 11ha, with a capacity for some 350
homes.
2. The HELAA response was to raise concerns about landscape, impact on the setting of
the Scheduled Ancient Monument and biodiversity. These were broadly the reasons
for rejecting an appeal on the site in 2012. However, the scheme has been radically
revised since then to take account of the reasons for dismissal and has been
considerably reduced in terms of site area and numbers of dwellings. The appeal
decision related to some 1,380 dwellings on the larger site of some 33ha net.
Appendix 3 shows the revised illustrative masterplan, which has regard to the
Inspector's findings, and, for comparison, the rejected masterplan.
3. As well as a substantial reduction in site area and numbers of dwellings, the revised
scheme demonstrates significant changes since the last scheme was dismissed 5
years ago:
* The Western Link Road is now constructed and the Berryfields development has
advanced which changes the character and appearance of the local countryside
and the setting of the SAM.
* A substantial gap is provided between the eastern boundary of the
development area and Weedon Hill Urban Extension further to the east.
* Extensive open countryside in the new scheme would enhance the countryside
setting.
* The need for housing growth around Aylesbury is much greater than in
2010/12, and this Response has demonstrated that the PSVALP will have a
shortfall in requirements of thousands of homes.
* The site is unaffected by HS2.
* The landscape objection falls away because of the LUC study which designates
the nearest landscape designation being the Quainton-Wing Hills, some 2.76
km from the site to the nearest point just south of Weedon.
4. The HELAA seems to be assessing the 2010 scheme which is now superseded. The
new proposals are achievable, suitable and deliverable (the site is in single
ownership), and all within 5 years.
5. The proposal for the 'Aylesbury Linear Park' is supported. The plan on p66 is
somewhat difficult to read in the vicinity of Berryfields East but shows this Park as the
open land south of the Western Relief Road partly on land in the same ownership as
Berryfields East. Development on Berryfields East would therefore facilitate this
section of the Linear Park/green infrastructure network. Such integration of
development and green infrastructure is encouraged in Policy I1:
The Council will work with partners to ensure that existing and new green
infrastructure is identified, planned, delivered, enhanced and managed in a
strategic way as an integral part of supporting sustainable communities and
sustainable growth. The Council will implement the most up-to-date green
infrastructure strategies. Green infrastructure networks whether existing or
potential are expected to be a key part of site masterplanning as required in the
VALP.
6. Berryfields East, capacity 350 dwellings, should therefore be added to the list of
sites for Aylesbury in Policies S2 and D1.
Waddesdon
1. Waddesdon has been 'under-scored' in the settlement hierarchy by one factor distance to a main settlement - based on inaccurate measurement (see paras 2.28 2.30 above). In fact, Waddesdon is a 'large' large village with extensive facilities
(including a school, retailing, employment, good public transport, police and fire
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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stations, hotel and stately home), but is fundamentally harmed by the passage of
heavy traffic on the A41, which bisects the settlement.
2. However, Waddesdon is classed as a 'large village' in the hierarchy, which means
(emphasis in bold):
* As stated in the introduction to this report, the settlement hierarchy purpose is
not only to identify the current role of settlements through the facilities and
services they provide, but also to help define a sustainable settlement hierarchy
to facilitate decisions through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan on which
settlements are best placed to accommodate future development.
* Larger, more sustainable villages that have at least a reasonable access to
facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations
for development.
3. Despite this encouragement, there are no housing allocations in the PSVALP for
Waddesdon.
4. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
5. The Inspector's Report on the NP included the following extracts:
In my assessment, the promotion of this major development to the north of the
village, together with a projected A41 Relief Road, is a matter of strategic districtwide
importance which falls properly to be considered as part of the preparation of
the VALP.
6. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
7. The proposed development at Waddesdon (Appendix 4 in full Response) includes the
advantages as fully set out in the full Response, e.g.
* provision of some 600 homes, either in the context of the housing shortfall
detailed or as an opportunity site
* the creation of a Garden Village development
* facilitation of a relief road and improvements to the central area of the village
* provision of a village green
* improvement to the appearance of the site by removal of poor and redundant
agricultural buildings
8. These are interesting times when much of planning orthodoxy is being overturned in
order to meet society's real needs (especially housing). It is turning away from
negative stances of protectionism against development towards positive action which
benefits all parts of the community which it serves. The first policy (S1) in the DP
begins:
The council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions so that proposals
can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the
economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.
9. AVDC has the opportunity to put this into practice at Waddesdon and include the
AWEL development proposal as a strategic site in the Local Plan in Policies S2 and
D1.
Summary:

ORS District number is flawed at 970 homes p.a., well below other sources - ONS (1,092), GL Hearn 2015 (1,326),
DCLG (1,499). CMKOx figures will be even higher. Household figures rose in the 2014 based projections (from 18,404
to 21,028), but ORS figures fell (from 21,289 to 19,385). ORS uses 10-year migration but ONS is 5-year. ORS have
raised this point many times but ONS has not agreed. ORS numbers are so different complete re-assessment is
required.
5YHLS is wrongly calculated and cannot be demonstrated - inadequate provision is made for 'persistent underperformance'.

Change to Plan

The modification required to S2 is to substantially increase housing numbers with a
starting point of increasing the AV District provision from 19,400 to 38,000 (taken
from the DCLG new methodology). Provision for unmet needs of adjoining
Authorities may also need to increase.
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Respondent: Mr and Mrs J L Wickson and S G Raven [32431]

Agent:

Full Text:

JMI Planning Ltd (Mr Jim Malkin) [29395]

1 Introduction
1.1 JMI Planning is a Midlands based town planning consultancy. Its directors are chartered town planners with over 30
years' combined experience in both the public and private sector.
1.2 The author of this appraisal, Jim Malkin, has worked as a principal planning officer in local government, and more
recently as a planning consultant in the private sector. He has extensive knowledge of the planning system and is a
member of the Royal Town Planning Institute.
1.3 This document sets out representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan made on behalf
of Mr J L Wickson and Mrs S G Raven, the owners of a piece of land in the village of Nash.
2 Site Details
2.1 The area of land over which Mr J L Wickson and Mrs S G Raven have an interest comprises approximately 0.45
hectares of agricultural grassland to the rear of Church Farm in Nash. This is a suitable, sustainable and in our view
entirely logical site for development, is immediately available and achievable and has the opportunity to provide
significant benefits to the village of Nash. Our representations are submitted against this background.
2.2 The site measures 0.45ha in size and is directly linked connected to the existing built form of the village. The site is
bordered on 3 sides by existing residential development, the majority of which constitutes post war expansion of the
village, and can be accessed through the recently completed All Saints Close development. The site cannot therefore
be considered to be an intrusion into the countryside.
Proposed Submission Local Plan Representations - Aylesbury Vale District Council
4
2.3 There is easy access from the site to all current available amenities within Nash and access to sustainable
transport options in the village. The scale of the site is commensurate with scale of the village and will not provide for a
disproportionate level of development but will support and enhance facilities available in Nash and adjoining
settlements for the benefit of all residents.
3 Representations on the Proposed Submission Local Plan
3.1 Nash is defined as a smaller village within the Proposed Submission Local Plan. It is proposed that the amount of
new housing that will come forward within smaller villages will be defined 'through neighbourhood plans or through the
development management process considered against relevant policies in the Plan'.
3.2 The key test related to the Submission Local Plan is one of soundness and the plan should be positively prepared,
justified, effective and consistent with National Planning Policy. We have significant concerns as to whether the plan
can be considered sound, especially with regards to the provision of new development within smaller villages.
3.3 The plan fails to provide positively for the sustainable growth of smaller villages and is likely to result in these
villages stagnating. Not all of the villages / parishes will prepare Neighbourhood Plans, and general development
management policies seek to restrict new residential development outside development boundaries, and will not
promote the sustainable expansion of smaller villages in Aylesbury Vale.
3.4 The plan seeks to provide for 27,400 new homes which is a significant reduction on the number of new homes
suggested within the initial draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, Policy S2 initially stated that provision should be made
for 33,300 new homes. The plan advises of the spatial distribution of new development and advises the following:
Proposed Submission Local Plan Representations - Aylesbury Vale District Council
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* 16,398 will be provided in Aylesbury Garden Town
* 2,359 in Buckingham
* 1,051 in Haddenham
* 1,166 in Winslow
* 1,128 in Wendover
* 2,212 on Land Adjacent to Milton Keynes
* 1,963 in Larger Villages
* 1,095 in Medium Village
3.5 We believe this strategy to be ineffective, significant concerns are raised with the deliverability of the larger
allocations. There is significant reliance placed on the completion of the Aylesbury Garden Town. The delivery of over
16,000 new homes and necessary infrastructure by the end of the plan period is at best highly unlikely. These types of
allocations in other areas have historically been known to require significant lead times due to market conditions or
through infrastructure constraints, whilst issues inevitably arise where multiple landowners are involved.
3.6 We are therefore of the view that the Proposed Submission Local Plan places too much reliance on the new
settlement, and also on development on unspecified sites around Milton Keynes and within strategic settlements.
3.7 Considering this we feel that the Council's decision to remove a specific allocation from smaller villages cannot be
justified. It would be entirely appropriate for smaller villages to provide a level of organic growth to take the pressure off
the delivery of larger sites. If 5% of housing growth (as was the case in the draft plan) was focused on smaller villages
this would equate to 1,370 houses and this would take significant pressure off the other allocations.
3.8 The failure of the Proposed Submission Local Plan to allocate organic and sustainable growth to smaller villages
including Nash is inconsistent with National Planning
Proposed Submission Local Plan Representations - Aylesbury Vale District Council
6
Policy which seeks to promote development rural areas. Paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework
seeks 'to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain
the vitality of rural communities'. National Planning Policy also advises that where there are smaller groups of
settlements 'development in one village may support services in a village nearby'.
3.9 In paragraph 17 the National Planning Policy Framework requires plan makers to take 'into account of the different
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roles and character of areas' and this should underpin plan-making. In removing / reducing the role of smaller villages
in delivering development the proposed Submission Local Plan fails to respect the different roles associated with
smaller villages as opposed to main urban areas.
3.10 It is therefore clear that the thrust of national planning policy is to promote the growth of villages, and the
Proposed Submission Local Plan is entirely inconsistent with this requirement.
3.11 With focus on Nash the village is in close proximity to other designated 'smaller villages' including Whaddon,
Thornborough and Beachampton, therefore growth of Nash will have residual benefits to adjoining settlements and
promote sustainable expansion as advocated in paragraph 55 of the NPPF.
3.12 The Proposed Submission Local Plan in advising that there is no housing requirement in smaller villages such as
Nash, fails to promote the growth of such communities and it would lead to stagnation. The site that is being promoted
by Mr J L Wickson and Mrs S G Raven comprises of a small area of land to the rear of Church Farm which could
provide for 9 units; this would be a proportionate expansion of the village (equating to a 5.3% increase in the number of
dwellings, which is broadly the same as the level of growth over the previous 20 years), and will support the existing
community and facilities in both Nash and adjoining villages.
Proposed Submission Local Plan Representations - Aylesbury Vale District Council
7
3.13 Nash is located in close proximity to facilities in larger, key settlements in Aylesbury Vale. Aylesbury Vale District
Council's Settlement Hierarchy Assessment considers Nash only in relation to accessing services in Milton Keynes 7
miles away. The village is also approximately 7 miles from Buckingham which has a large number of facilities including
primary and secondary schools, higher education facilities. Approximately 4 miles from Nash is Winslow which has a
GP's surgery, secondary school, and is on the proposed East West Rail link. 2 miles from Nash and within easy cycling
distance is the larger village of Great Horwood which too provides several key services including a primary school. The
proposed route of the Oxford to Cambridge expressway following the A421 close to Nash is also considered important
and adds to sustainability credentials of the village.
3.14 The proposed site in Nash is identified, alongside another six in the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA). The HELAA identifies circa 20 sites within designated smaller villages that are capable of
coming forward, and these could provide for up-to 200 homes across the plan period.
3.15 The HELAA identifies the site as the deliverable with the site assessment stating the site is 'suitable for housing providing suitable access is provided via new housing development on Stratford Road and suitable amenity space is
allocated within the site. Restricted visibility at High Street/Whaddon Road junction. Subject to adequate access
arrangements'. It has been proven through the previous application that the site can be provided with suitable amenity
space, and also with safe access. On this basis it is clear that the proposal is deliverable and will make a small, but
valuable contribution to meeting the housing requirements over the plan period.
3.16 The Sustainability Appraisal also provides consideration of the site and it scores highly with regards to the
designated criteria. Out of the 31 criteria 21 of these are green, with 5 amber which include proximity to the
Conservation Area, Listed Buildings, Attractive Landscape Area (Whaddon Nash Valley to east of village), and
Proposed Submission Local Plan Representations - Aylesbury Vale District Council
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the area of Grade 3 agricultural land. These are development management issues and should not preclude the site
being allocated in any submission Local Plan. The 5 criteria that at stated to be Red are due to site being more than a
certain distance from services, this situation will however never change however if development is precluded in smaller
villages. As advised above sustainable development in Nash will support services not just in Nash itself but it in nearby
smaller villages, and this is a fundamental aim of the NPPF as set out in paragraph 55.
3.17 The Parish and those involved in preparing Nash's neighbourhood plan have made it very clear in their objections
to our recent application that they do not wish to support the organic and sustainable growth of the village. Their
representations presented a conflicting view as to the suitability of our site as opposed to those set out in the HELAA.
On this basis we feel that it is highly unlikely that the site will be considered as an appropriate development opportunity
in any forthcoming neighbourhood plan, and therefore the restrictive nature of the Proposed Submission Aylesbury Vale
Local Plan will stifle appropriate development in Nash and other smaller villages.
4 Conclusions
4.1 We are concerned that the Proposed Submission Local Plan fails to support the sustainable and organic growth of
the smaller villages in the district. The plan therefore fails to meet the basic test of being consistent with National
Planning Policy.
4.2 Paragraph 55 of the NPPF supports small scale residential development in rural areas to support facilities not just
in the village in question, but in nearby small rural communities. Nash is close to three similar settlements and small,
proportionate development in these settlements should be supported by district wide policies not those within a
neighbourhood plan.
Proposed Submission Local Plan Representations - Aylesbury Vale District Council
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4.3 Our site has the benefit of being controlled by a single landowner and therefore the can be considered as being
immediately available for development, and is one of the few sites supported in smaller villages supported by the
HELAA. We therefore feel that our site should form part of an allocation of small sites within smaller villages as set out
in the Local Plan.
4.4 In conclusion, we feel that the Proposed Submission Local Plan is unsound and is entirely inconsistent with the
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework.
Summary:

We believe this strategy to be ineffective, significant concerns are raised with the
deliverability of the larger allocations. We are therefore of the view that the Proposed Submission Local Plan places too
much reliance on the new settlement, and also on development on unspecified sites
around Milton Keynes and within strategic settlements.
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The failure of the Proposed Submission Local Plan to allocate organic and sustainable
growth to smaller villages including Nash is inconsistent with National Planning
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Respondent: Mrs Nicky Gregory [31914]
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Full Text:

e. I am pleased to note there will be no further building development in Wendover as the Halton Camp development will
provide 1000 homes, the remaining 128 are already covered by completions and commitments. Especially as I have a
concerns about coalescence between Wendover and Halton.

Summary:

e. I am pleased to note there will be no further building development in Wendover as the Halton Camp development will
provide 1000 homes, the remaining 128 are already covered by completions and commitments. Especially as I have a
concerns about coalescence between Wendover and Halton.
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Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]
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Full Text:

I am pleased there will not be any further building in Wendover as the Halton Camp development of 1000 houses plus
the 128 houses already built or planned will cover the required 1280 required in the Plan. I am, however, concerned
about future development which would effect the coalescence between Wendover and Halton.

Summary:

I am pleased there will not be any further building in Wendover as the Halton Camp development of 1000 houses plus
the 128 houses already built or planned will cover the required 1280 required in the Plan. I am, however, concerned
about future development which would effect the coalescence between Wendover and Halton.
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Respondent: Mrs Claudia Belardo [32036]
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N/A

Dear Sirs,
As a resident of Stoke Mandeville village I would like to raise grave concerns for the outline plan put forward by AVDC.
The inconsistencies contained therein are so alarmingly confusing and worrying as they directly counter all objectives
that the purportedly aim to address for the better and will result in the complete obliteration of Aylesbury's southern
villages.
Case and point:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Number of houses proposed goes against Central Government guidance
The number of houses that AVDC is proposing directly contradicts the number stated as being required in the Housing
Need Consultation Data (Published 14th September 2017) (attached)
ONS code: E07000004 - Aylesbury Vale.
Higher number: "Indicative assessment of housing need based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026 (dwellings per
annum)" = 1,499 per annum = this is maximum of 14,990 houses in this time period for this area.
Actual Number "Current local assessment of housing need, based on most recent publicly available document
(dwellings per annum)" = 965 per annum = this is maximum of 9,650 houses in this time period for this area.
However, these latest proposals would see nearer 23,000 new homes being built which far outstrips what has been
ruled as Sustainable for the area.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS and 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The proposed transport strategy has not been finalised and even confirmed as viable. Consequently, and by the
Council's own admission that want to raise funds to build any new roads by building houses first which is, in itself, a selfdefeating objective.
Specifically thinking about Stoke Mandeville - the latest new road proposal for this village effectively moves the bulk of
traffic from one road to another and with the increase in housing in the vicinity there has been nothing good in place to
alleviate the current problem nor the exasperation which will inevitably occur as a result of yet more houses. This can
currently be seen in the Berryfields and Buckingham Park estates.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This proposal is a direct contradiction of these terms. With this proposal, the Council is successfully stripping
Aylesbury and any surrounding areas of green space and it is not being replaced. Engulfing surrounding villages and
making Aylesbury into a City.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Plans earlier this year specifically detailed that "The following settlements do not require any allocations in this plan as
either their housing requirement has already been met, or due to their proximity to major development areas around
Aylesbury, no allocations are required:
Aston Clinton
Stoke Mandeville"
The latest plans not only overrule that but have stripped all remaining green space in Stoke Mandeville village.
Including land that AVDC had previously deemed as being "unsuitable for housing or economic development" as
detailed on the red areas outlined in the following plan published by the Aylesbury Vale Draft Housing and Economic
Land Development Assessment 2015
http://www.stokemandevilleparishcouncil.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Capture.png
I specifically refer to SM006, SM00, SM008 and SM010. This land floods. The nature of this land has not changed and
the stream that is created from all the excess water that these fields harbour will currently run through the residents'
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back gardens along Dorchester Close due wet periods and already flood - and that is with no housing on this land. To
give some indication as to the amount of water these fields hold. If they are no longer able to retain some of this water
and it all spills into these seasonal streams, then this will create a massive flooding problem which is why they are
deemed unsuitable for development.
Even the Garden Town Concept Plans, that AVDC published indicated this as a green zone:
http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Garden_Town_Concept_Plan.pdf
(area circled in yellow)
Yet in AVDC's most latest plans: http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/StokeMandeville-VALP-Allocations.pdf
The same area has been allocated as AGT1. The unsuitable land now allocated for housing and Stoke Mandeville
village has disappeared being renumbered as AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town 1).
Not only building on land that should not be built on but indicating a coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville
and Hampden Hall. Which is a wholly unjustified strategy which obliterates the character and identity of Stoke
Mandeville whilst at the same time eradicating the open countryside between settlements.
In summary, AVDC's most recent proposal not only goes contrary to that which Central Government has advised but
also seeks to slowly engulf and absorb all surrounding villages and settlements that add character to this rural part of
Buckinghamshire.
The infrastructure cannot sustain any move to become a city, which in essence this latest proposal creates and I have
grave concerns about the transparency of what AVDC is actually suggesting in this proposal since it is clearly not in
any way an Aylesbury a 'Garden Town'.
I urge you to look carefully at these inconsistencies and appeal to your wider knowledge to consider the impact that
allowing these ill-considered plans through.
Summary:

The number of houses that AVDC is proposing directly contradicts that being required in the Housing Need
Consultation Data (Published 14th September 2017) (attached)
Higher number: "based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026 " = 1,499 per annum = maximum of 14,990 houses in this
time period.
Actual Number "Current local assessment of housing need, based on most recent publicly available document" = 965
per annum = maximum of 9,650 houses in this time period.
However, these latest proposals would see nearer 23,000 new homes being built which far outstrips what has been
ruled as Sustainable for the area.
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Respondent: Wokingham Borough Council (Mr James McCabe)
[28785]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is proposing to meet all of their housing need within the District, as well as 18%
of the residual capacity which Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils currently assess as not being
capable of accommodation within their own areas. As part of the ongoing cooperation between the Buckinghamshire
authorities, Aylesbury Vale have entered into a number of memoranda of understanding to agree how unmet need in
the wider Central Buckinghamshire HMA will be met.
The July 2017 Buckinghamshire duty to cooperate memorandum of understanding, states the agreement from AVDC
to accommodate the unmet need of 8,000 homes for Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils. This is
lower than the expected 12,000 homes at the draft plan stage mainly due to other districts finding more capacity
through greater Green Belt release, and partly through a revised need assessment.
As part of the Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), South Bucks has
been identified as being within the East Berkshire HMA with Slough and the Royal Borough of Windsor and
Maidenhead (RBWM). As South Bucks have now decided to undertake a joint plan with Chiltern, they are working
under the assumption that as a joint area they fall under the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. The Buckinghamshire
authorities memorandum of understanding addendum February 2016, states that South Bucks is included within the
HMA as a 'best fit'.
It is understood that ongoing discussions are taking place between Slough and the Buckinghamshire authorities. It is
important for Wokingham Borough Council to understand further how the Central Buckinghamshire HMA is working
collaboratively with the Eastern Berkshire HMA; as it may have implications for Wokingham Borough and the Western
Berkshire HMA within which Wokingham Borough sits.
It should be noted that the Government is currently consulting on a suggested standardised methodology for housing
need. Under this methodology, the new objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale would increase, as well as other
LPAs in the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. The proposed transitional arrangements would allow plans submitted
before 31 March 2018 to proceed against current housing evidence, with the confirmed standard methodology
becoming relevant to future revisions.
The AVDC Local Plan seeks to allocate sites across the locations of Aylesbury Garden Town, Buckingham,
Haddenham, Winslow, Wendover and spread across the district at different sized settlements. None of these sites are
adjoining the Wokingham Borough boundary or are considered to have particular impact at this stage. This includes
taking land out of the Green Belt in the District and allocating this for development.
Wokingham Borough Council is therefore satisfied that on the basis of available information that AVDC are planning to
meet the need for the District and others within the Buckinghamshire HMA, but would welcome further understanding of
pressure regarding the meeting of the housing need as an HMA as well as impact on the East Berkshire HMA.

Summary:

The plan outlines that Aylesbury Vale is able to meet their own housing need as well as the unmet need of Wycombe
District as well as Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Wokingham Borough Council is therefore satisfied that on the basis of available information that AVDC are planning to
meet the need for the District within the Buckinghamshire HMA, but would welcome further understanding of pressure
regarding the meeting of the housing need as an HMA as well as impact on the East Berkshire HMA.
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Respondent: Mr Stephen Richards [28713]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

You people drive around the Aylesbury area at peak times, even Saturdays. Massive congestion, snail-like average
speeds, so...pollution, noise, frustration, quality of life dropping like a stone. It seems to me that your proposals are
likely to make things even worse. There is no way that you can convince me that your plans for new roads will make a
significant difference. Just look at models for the M25. Add another lane. 6 lanes of standstill traffic! More cars equals
more congestion. Simple. All of the new housing to the S and E of Aylesbury is going to make it a nightmare. When I
drive home to Wendover in the evenings the traffic is backed up all the way to the Wendover by-pass. And a a1000
houses on RAF Halton? That'll be about 2000 more vehicles, most heading off down Halton Lane or out through the
once pleasant Halton Village. More people heading into Wendover in their cars to pick up bread/ milk etc.... It's busy
already. Again, try it at 17:30 weekdays, oh wise planners.
Let's face it, large numbers of the people in these new houses will work in London and they will either drive or
somebody will drive them to the station, or they will park and walk to the station. More car journeys, more congestion,
more pollution.
And, of course, all bringing pressure on the soon to be misnamed AONB of the Chiltern, sullied by HS2 and overpopulation.
When I take my son to University in the N of England there are 1000s of hectares of space. Get your Tory government
to invest up there. [Inappropriate content removed]
S. Richards

Summary:

Object to new homes being built because of the issues with traffic and congestion and the impact this will have on the
AONB. Homes should be built in the north instead.
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Respondent: Valerie Jones [29156]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear AVDC
I wish to comment on some aspects of the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan which I think need to be looked at again.
1 - 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy - ATS
The ATS has not been planned properly even Bucks CC are not happy with it. Having parts of an orbital road network
as "aspirational" does not inspire any confidence at all. It cannot be correct to literally come up with a half-baked
scheme with the increased traffic flows from the new housing developments gradually making the town grind to a halt.
At the moment increased traffic movements are causing snarl-ups during peak times so what will it be like over the next
5 years and beyond. The Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Effective.
2 - 4.17 Interventions including Outer Link Roads
The extra 16,000 houses are going to have a severe impact on the transport system. The orbital roads will not take the
traffic away from the town centre but in all probability spread the traffic chaos over a wider area. The evidence
produced has not the rigour to make any sort of sound assessment.
3- D-AGTI South Aylesbury
This will create a coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The building of 1,000+
houses, schools etc. along the South Eastern Link road will cause chaos on the gyratory system. The gyratory system
at present functions well for most time of the day but at peak times traffic sometimes backs up as far as the Worlds
End roundabout with its junction with the Wendover by-pass. The draft Plan is not effective in terms of infrastructure
planning.
4- 3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable Development
There are too many houses in too small an area which will leads to considerable traffic problems and make Aylesbury
grind to a halt economically. The problems have been brought about by there not being an effective Plan in place
which has enabled developers to, effectively, do as they like. The proposed Plan is not a Justified or an Effective
strategy.
5 - New Settlement
AVDC should have thought about this years ago and considered planning a new town to the north of the town taking
advantage of the possible Oxford-Cambridge Expressway rather than making the existing town less and less viable with
each extra house each with possibly 2 cars. The current plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
6 - 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The words "will seek to preserve" needs to be stronger. At the moment the planned developments at Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville have meant that they will be subsumed into Aylesbury. It seems at the moment that all villages
to the south of Aylesbury will become one entity unless there is a willingness from the Council to prevent these joinedup developments so that villages lose their character and identities. This is not an Effective Approach.
7 - Aylesbury Town Centre
In order to make the Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to think about the impact traffic from the new housing
developments. The town has recently sold of half of the main car park for a development of flats. The car park was
always full before with access to the cinema, dedicated market stall holders parking, theatre and shops. Available
parking has been considerably reduced and the parking cost has increased. Anyone considering buying one of the new
homes would be well advised to look at easy access to local amentities and, maybe based on what they see, go
somewhere else. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
8 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective. The development
would also join Aylesbury, and Stoke Mandeville into one homogenous area. So much for "Preserving Character etc."
3.22.
9 - RAF Halton
The announcement of the closure of RAF Halton probably came too late for serious consideration to be given to it in
relation to the Draft Plan. The potential of another 1,000 in an area with lots of other new developments need to be
considered especially with regard to traffic. Closer investigation is required for this significant element.
10 - Policy H1 : Affordable Housing
The national policy is, I believe, that all large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The Council's
Woodland Development provides only 20%. How is this so? Are developers here permitted to ignor National
Guidelines? This is a serious and important aspect which is not Justified under the Plan and should be looked at again
as a matter of great concern.
11 - East-West Rail
Such an important element has not been acknowledged as significant. Such a rail link would change the whole
environment to the north of Aylesbury with maybe have the potential for affordable science parks and local housing
available. This should be considered in detail and planned for accordingly. The draft plan needs to reflect this in detail
as a Justified Plan.
12 - Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
The Government supports this scheme but AVDC, as with the Rail link, are not actively planning to capitalising on the
huge potential that this could bring to the area. This is not 'Consistent with National Policy.
13 - Air Quality Requirement on Developers
Air quality is considered to be quite poor in some highly trafficked road even now - Tring Road for instance. The
increase in the number of houses and consequently the number of cars, often static or slow moving, will obviously be a
cause for concern in respect of air quality. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to
improve air quality. Without that this aspect of the plan is not Positively Prepared or Justified.
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I hope you will consider my comments and hope that you will ensure that Aylesbury Vale will remain a nice place to live
in. At present I am not sure that it will be.
Yours faithfully
Valerie Jones
Summary:

Object, S2:
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy - ATS, 4.17 Interventions including Outer Link Roads, D-AGT1 South Aylesbury, 3.3
and Policy S1 Sustainable Development, New Settlement, 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring
settlements and resisting development compromising open countryside between settlements, Aylesbury Town Centre,
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 Hampden Fields, RAF Halton, Policy H1 : Affordable Housing, East-West Rail, OxfordCambridge Expressway, Air Quality Requirement on Developers
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Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Rey Construction has no objections in principle to Policy S2 and the spatial strategy for growth contained therein. In
particular, it welcomes the reference to sites adjacent to Milton Keynes, and within Aylesbury Vale, making provision for
new homes. However when a plan needs to be "positively prepared" to be sound, it is considered unacceptable to
specify a figure of "2,212" homes as it is totally inappropriate to attempt to inject this degree of precision into a strategic
planning policy. In any event, it is considered that there is greater scope for further development in the area to the
south west of Milton Keynes which would enable the Council to provide for a greater number of dwellings; an issue
which is expanded upon in the representations to Table 1.
In this context, it is notable that paragraph 4.117, which provides some of the explanatory text to Policy D-NLV001
'Salden Chase', explains that the application which now has a favourable resolution is for up to 1,885 dwellings; a
maximum figure which could presumably be significantly less which could undermine the Council's delivery strategy.
The exact capacity of any development site will only be known when detailed technical studies have been undertaken
and these will then inform any application(s) for planning permission. Even then it is very rare for an outline planning
application to be able to specify an exact number of dwellings. A degree of flexibility will be essential to ensure that
changing circumstances and requirements can be accommodated through the consultation and negotiation stages.
Further it is considered that the final sentence of Policy S2 ("development which does not fit with the scale, distribution
or requirements of this policy will not be permitted") is too dogmatic in its approach to development proposals which will
contravene the presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in Policy S1 which states that proposals
should fit with the intentions and policies of the Local Plan (and Neighbourhood Plans were relevant). It is therefore
imperative that the policy is amended as it is only in so doing that it will be consistent with national policy.

Summary:

It is inappropriate to specify "2,212" homes and to attempt to inject this degree of precision into a strategic planning
policy. In any event, there is greater scope for further development to the south west of Milton Keynes which would
enable the provision of a greater number of dwellings.
Flexibility will be essential to ensure that changing circumstances and requirements can be accommodated during the
application process.
The final sentence is too dogmatic in its approach to development proposals which will contravene the presumption in
favour of sustainable development as set out in Policy S1.

Change to Plan

It is therefore requested that Policy S2f is amended to state:
"Land within Aylesbury Vale Sites adjacent to Milton Keynes will make provision for ABOUT 7,500* homes on a number
of sites.". (Capitalised text indicates requested change).
* as expanded on in the representation to Table 1
It is further requested that the final sentence of Policy S2 is deleted.
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Respondent: Ms F. Mari [32050]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

REF: MMO006
VALP Methodology
I moved to Maids Moreton at the end of January 2017. I had been seeking peace and quiet and improved air quality, in
order to recuperate from a long illness. Partly because of this illness, 7 years elapsed before I was able to move, during
which time I consulted a great many planning documents, SHLAAs, minutes from meetings, etc. at all levels of
administration. So, while I am a newcomer to this area, I am more familiar than most with the labyrinthine nature of
strategic planning in the SE of England.
I have recently tried to consider as many documents as possible relating to the VALP but to have to read the equivalent
of a number of academic texts in less than six weeks is an impossibly tall order. In addition to the VALP itself, in its
assorted incarnations, the other significant document in this matter has been Buckingham Town Council's response to
the VALP. (As summarised in the document at (09/12/2017) https://www.buckingham-tc.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/171211-ExFC-Appendix-A-1.pdf ) I here endorse all the objections made in that document,
noting that these objections predominantly focus on a general unsoundness in the VALP.
In addition, I wish to express objections more specifically, under three headings: Community, Services and Facilities,
and Environment and well-being.
Community
Neighbouring places need some neighbourliness between neighbours in lived reality. Not only are the VALP housing
allocations for Buckingham and Maids Moreton distinctly UNneighbourly in their excessiveness (in relation to other,
similarly sized, communities), but these plans are already fostering divisions between both individual neighbours and
between communities. It is also unneighbourly to skew housing matters in favour of landowners and developers rather
than, more properly, in favour of local tax-paying residents. Therefore, I also strongly object to the VALP on the
grounds of unneighbourliness.
Related to this is the matter of planned affordable housing. It should be a matter of some urgency to receive
assurances from AVDC that developers will not use "viability assessments" to reduce agreed allocations. No resident
can truly benefit from such practices, and increased social divisions and inequalities are likely to appear in
consequence, as families fracture and connections are severed. Therefore, I also object to the VALP on the grounds of
inadequate safeguarding of adequate provision for affordable and social housing.
Services and facilities
Contrary to the statement at the VALP para 4.151, Maids Moreton is far from "moderately well served with services and
facilities". None of the three community buildings - church, hall and pub, can currently accommodate all the local
residents. We will all have to go into Buckingham to discuss any problems arising in Maids Moreton. There are no other
local services other than veterinarian. Every local resident must go to Buckingham, or further, to meet their every
domestic need. Local public services are already overstretched: a 60% increase in demand by Maids Moreton residents
for medical, social, and educational services will increase the strain, perhaps to breaking point. All Buckingham
residents will be affected. Local public transport is already inadequate, most particularly for residents of Maids Moreton.
A local bus every 2 hours is a token service at best. The most likely future scenario is a significant increase in personal
car use, on an already inadequate local road system. All Buckingham residents will be affected.
Local health services are also greatly stretched, one indicator being the current waiting time for urgent blood testing.
Again, inadequate health care provision will affect all Buckingham residents.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds of its inadequate plans for supportive infrastructures.
Environment and Well-being
Any development, whatever its size, will result in increased noise, air, and light pollutions, both during construction and
during subsequent occupation. I take little comfort from the VALP paragraphs 8.46 & 47 that residents should not be
"unreasonably" harmed, and would like to have explained exactly what level (and quality) of harm to residents is
considered "reasonable".
Noise and light pollutions infringe on personal privacy, increase stress, interfere with sleep, and therefore negatively
impact on both mental health and physical well being, and so seriously compromise an individual's, or indeed a
community's, quality of life. Again, the VALP offers no assurances: on the one hand much new road building is
mentioned through the document, and yet the writers also, at paras 9.38 and 39, for instance, mention a "less than
significant" impact on air quality, without satisfactorily demonstrating how this will be achieved, nor indeed defining
"significance" in this context.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds it is highly likely to prove physically and mentally injurious as
well as environmentally deleterious.
Concluding remarks.
In conclusion, I must note that the VALP is but one of many such documents across the SE, all hastily contrived, many
riddled with sophistry and obvious opportunism, and all constantly prone to constant abridgement, as with the South
East plan, or multiple revisions, as indeed has been this VALP. This seems to be true at every level of 'strategic'
planning, from the government's own piecemeal and toothless legislation, down to the (always unfinished) work of the
(unpaid and put upon) volunteers who constitute our parish councils. I have no confidence whatever that my needs, or
those of my neighbours, will ever be met by such a shambolic and byzantine system, so open to venality and so lacking
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in real knowledge of and sympathy with real tax-payers.
Summary:

I have recently tried to consider as many documents as possible relating to the VALP but to have to read the equivalent
of a number of academic texts in less than six weeks is an impossibly tall order. In addition to the VALP itself, in its
assorted incarnations, the other significant document in this matter has been Buckingham Town Council's response to
the VALP. (As summarised in the document at (09/12/2017) https://www.buckingham-tc.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/171211-ExFC-Appendix-A-1.pdf ) I here endorse all the objections made in that document,
noting that these objections predominantly focus on a general unsoundness in the VALP.
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Respondent: Mr Peter Hoare [28880]
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N/A

Dear Sirs, I write to express my deeply felt concerns regarding the
various proposals forming the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
With
the current developments in and around the County Town, traffic and
movement is pretty bad, pollution can only rise and form additional
hotspots to those which exist already. I feel that a number of
Sections have a linkage-- more houses, more vehicles on our already
overcrowded roads. Side roads in residential areas are already a
nightmare during evenings and weekends. How long will it be before
the" Vale" is covered entirely with houses and inadequate
roads?
I fear the worst possible outcome and although at 81
years of age I'm way past my sell by date, my concerns cover future
generations as well as the difficulties that exist at the moment.
Of the various sections in the plan 3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and
Policy H1 are of particular concern which I feel do not provide
effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the development proposals.
Yours Faithfully,
Mr P.J.Hoare

Summary:

3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and Policy H1 do not provide effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the
development proposals.
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Strutt and Parker (Mr Craig Noel) [29588]

The VALP makes large scale housing allocations to be delivered late in the Plan period, without clarity in relation to
strategic infrastructure, particularly transport (HS2, East-West Rail and the Expressway). This infrastructure will or
should be delivered within that Plan period and will impact upon and help support these and other housing allocations.
There is no detailed consideration in the VALP, or the supporting evidence, of the fact that development allocations will
need to align with
strategic infrastructure delivery and development will need to support and contribute to both strategic as well as local
infrastructure provision. Consequently, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan provides little more than an account of progress
on the critical strategic schemes. This is not an effective and therefore sound basis for delivery across the whole of the
plan period.
It is however necessary to recognise that circumstances in Aylesbury demand pragmatism. The need for Aylesbury
Vale District to adopt a Plan as quickly as possible to deal with immediate housing need arising with the indigenous
population, and from neighboring and more heavily constrained Districts, is without question. The decision to progress,
despite the inability to properly plan for delivery beyond
the early years of the plan period, is supported. The intention, clearly stated in the VALP, to undertake an early review
is therefore vital, as is the acknowledgment of the need to address a step change in growth through that review,
including consideration of a new settlement as part of the growth strategy. It is this commitment that will allow the Plan
to be determined as sound.
For the Plan to be effective and to ensure that it does not, in due course, delay or frustrate the delivery of strategic
infrastructure which is fully aligned with and enabled by development, there should be a clear, firm commitment to
review within a specified timeframe or, preferably linked to a meaningful trigger for a review and for a corresponding
change in the development strategy for the
District.
For the Plan to be effective this commitment should be stated in Policy.

Summary:

VALP will be out of date soon after it is adopted due to it being blind to progress in bringing forward significant strategic
infrastructure, the new method for calculating
housing need, progress in relation to cross boundary planning and the potential of the O2C Corridor.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Claydon Estate 32089, Craig Noel 29588 VALP response Claydon Estate 08-12-17_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 677 - 30440 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - None

677

Support

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whilst supporting this policy, WPC reiterates that whilst 'The strategy also allocates growth at a site adjacent to Milton
Keynes which reflects its status as a strategic settlement immediately adjacent to Aylesbury Vale District' , these 2212
houses, of which 1855 are on two main proposed sites do nothing, or very little, to help the economy or well being of
the Vale of Aylesbury, - which should surely be the focus of this plan.
Had the two sites adjoining Milton Keynes not been granted planning consent already, then WPC would have been
objecting to this element of the S2 policy.

Summary:

Whilst supporting this policy, WPC reiterates that whilst 'The strategy also allocates growth at a site adjacent to Milton
Keynes which reflects its status as a strategic settlement immediately adjacent to Aylesbury Vale District' , these 2212
houses, of which 1855 are on two main proposed sites do nothing, or very little, to help the economy or well being of
the Vale of Aylesbury, - which should surely be the focus of this plan.
Had the two sites adjoining Milton Keynes not been granted planning consent already, then WPC would have been
objecting to this element of the S2 policy.
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Respondent: Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust [32095]

Agent:

Castle Planning (Mrs Julia Riddle) [32094]

Full Text:

Paragraph 3.16 of the Submission Draft Plan recognises the need for growth in villages, as part of the wider growth
strategy for Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, Westcott is identified as small village, where development will come forward 'through planning
applications assessed against planning policy' as opposed to allocations.
The level of growth which can be accommodated in these villages is informed by the identification of potential sites
which might be capable of delivering the level of growth which is anticipated and/or acceptable in these locations.
These sites are set out in the HELLA, which forms one of the background documents to the Plan and which reviews all
sites put forward to the Plan. This document identifies 3 sites for Westcott village, the largest of which is 4.53ha,
identified as having the potential to deliver 10 homes, on the basis that the assessment concludes that only the front
side of the site is likely to be appropriate for development as an extension to the village (site reference WSC003).
The assessment notes that development of any more than the front section of the site would result in impact on listed
buildings and the settlement pattern. It is considered that this site has not been subject of a robust assessment against
specific criteria, which should be required of all potential future development sites. This should be not least in terms of
their acceptability and deliverability, but also in the context of other technical considerations, such as archaeology. In
this context, it may be that there are other sites in and around Westcott village, which can more suitably meet local
needs, with a lesser or more acceptable level of impact.
The other two sites put forward in Westcott Village (reference WSC001 and WSC004) are 0.5ha is size each and which
the HELLA concludes are not appropriate for development. We support this conclusion, although accept that all sites
should be subject to detailed testing as set out above.

Summary:

The sites identified in the HELA, which may form the growth at Westcott Village are not the most appropriate locations
and all sites should be subject of more rigorous testing.
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Docherty [30062]
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N/A

Full Text:

The proposed hierarchy and general approach is considered the appropriate way to deliver the required housing

Summary:

The proposed hierarchy and general approach is considered the appropriate way to deliver the required housing
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Respondent: Aldbury Parish Council (Mrs Lucy Bancroft) [32079]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

CONSULTATION ON THE VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (VALP)
PROPOSED SUBMISSION
COMMENTS BY ALDBURY PARISH COUNCIL,
HERTFORDSHIRE
Introduction & Comments
Aldbury is a Parish in the Dacorum Borough Council area of Hertfordshire, located to the east of the town of Tring, on
the Hertfordshire - Buckinghamshire border and adjoining Pitstone Parish which is in Aylesbury Vale. The West Ward
of Aldbury Parish comprises the hamlet of Tring Station, which includes Tring railway station. The train service is well
used by residents from both sides of the county border, as our near neighbours in Aylesbury Vale are within easy
travelling distance by road to Tring station. The railway station is on the West Coast Main Line and train services go
southwards towards London Euston and northwards towards Leighton Buzzard, Milton Keynes and Birmingham. It is
well used by commuters going to work and by other passengers travelling for shopping or leisure purposes. There is
no direct bus service from Buckinghamshire, which would be able to offer a sustainable means of access.
There can confidently be expected to be major traffic increases from housing developments from neighbouring areas in
Aylesbury Vale e.g. Aylesbury Garden Town, RAF Halton and smaller developments in the likes of Pitstone, Aston
Clinton, Weston Turville and Wendover. Some of these proposed developments have already been approved and
others are contained in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) Proposed Submission, currently out for consultation.
It is inevitable that some of the new residents of these locations will want to use Tring railway station, rather than the
stations in Aylesbury. The Tring railway station car park is full to capacity before the end of peak travel time on
weekdays.
Aldbury Parish Council is concerned and disappointed that there is no mention of the need for sustainable transport
provision in the VALP Proposed Submission. At present, those in the catchment area on both sides of the county line,
proposing to travel by train mostly use cars to travel to Tring Station, or failing that drive to other stations, e.g.
Berkhamsted, Leighton Buzzard or Milton Keynes or make their entire journey by car. This cannot be good for the
environment. The alternative stations will not have spare parking capacity for long, even if they have some currently.
On street parking at Tring Station is very limited, often results in dangerous or obstructive parking and parking
restrictions are bound to be tightened up as time goes by.
Aldbury Parish Council wishes to draw attention therefore to the serious omission of consideration of the impact on the
infrastructure of a Parish in the neighbouring county of Hertfordshire (and indeed the other Town and Parish Councils of
West Dacorum). It asks, therefore, that suitable recognition of these issues be contained in the version of the VALP
which is to be submitted for examination. Aldbury Parish Council assumes that discussions have taken place, or will
take place, with Dacorum Borough Council, the appropriate Local Planning Authority.
Approved by
Aldbury Parish Council
4 December 2017

Summary:

Aldbury Parish Council wishes to draw attention therefore to the serious omission of consideration of the impact on the
infrastructure of a Parish in the neighbouring
county of Hertfordshire (and indeed the other Town and Parish Councils of West Dacorum).

Change to Plan

suitable recognition of these issues be contained in the version of the VALP which is to be submitted for examination.
Aldbury Parish Council assumes that discussions have taken place, or will take place, with Dacorum Borough Council,
the appropriate Local Planning Authority.
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Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]
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Full Text:

Halton is a separate parish and NOT part of Wendover. Why has the housing allocation for Wendover now been moved
to Halton? There is no evidence provided to demonstrate that Halton can accommodate 1,000 houses. Wendover is
stated as a sustainable settlement suitable for development. Wendover is not Halton. Halton is a rural settlement with
agriculture at its core and not a sustainable settlement. There is insufficient evidence about how Halton will become a
sustainable community.

Summary:

Halton is a separate parish and NOT part of Wendover. Why has the housing allocation for Wendover now been moved
to Halton? There is no evidence provided to demonstrate that Halton can accommodate 1,000 houses. Wendover is
stated as a sustainable settlement suitable for development. Wendover is not Halton. Halton is a rural settlement with
agriculture at its core and not a sustainable settlement. There is insufficient evidence about how Halton will become a
sustainable community.

Change to Plan

Halton needs to be recognised as a completely separate Parish from Wendover and housing needs calculated
accordingly.
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Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]
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Full Text:

BA supports Policies S1 and S2 in respect of sustainable development and the spatial strategy for growth, especially
now the earlier draft VALP's reference in S2 to no more than 27ha of new employment land being required has been
tempered with "and additional provision of employment land to contribute to the employment needs of the wider
economic market area". This is particularly relevant to the employment provision envisaged within the Woodlands
development.

Summary:

BA supports Policies S1 and S2 in respect of sustainable development and the spatial strategy for growth, especially
now the earlier draft VALP's reference in S2 to no more than 27ha of new employment land being required has been
tempered with "and additional provision of employment land to contribute to the employment needs of the wider
economic market area". This is particularly relevant to the employment provision envisaged within the Woodlands
development.
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Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]
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Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Whilst the underlying principles of the spatial strategy set out in Policy S2 are supported, the policy as currently framed
will not enable sufficient sustainable development to come forward to meet the objectively assessed development
requirements of the District and Housing Market Areas (HMAs). It therefore, fails to accord with the provisions of the
NPPF and is fundamentally unsound in that regard.
Policy Context
A central tenet of the NPPF is the provision of sufficient housing to meet the needs of present and future generations
and, in doing so, to widen the choice of housing (paragraphs 7 and 9). To achieve that it requires (paragraph 14) "local
planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area", that "Local
Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change", and set out a "clear
strategy for allocating sufficient land" (paragraph 17). Delivery is underpinned by paragraph 47, which seeks to
significantly boost the supply of housing requiring local planning authorities to "use their evidence base to ensure that
their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market
area".
In terms of the required evidence base, the NPPF requires (para. 159) local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic
Market Housing Assessment (SHMA) to assess their full housing needs, and that the SHMA should identify the scale
and mix of housing and the range of tenure that the local population is likely to need over the plan period. That should
meet household and population projections, address the needs for all types of housing and cater for housing demand in
the area.
Assessment of Need
The housing requirement as set out in Policy S2 is derived from the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment Update (HEDNA) published in December 2016 and its Update Addendum Report in
September 2017. They conclude that the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for the District for the period 2013-2033 is
19,400 dwellings. However, whilst the HEDNA appears to largely follow best practice to assess the housing needs
arising in the area, there are some critical matters which do not appear to have been addressed in the translation to a
housing requirement in the Local Plan:
* The selected HMA has substantial migration and commuting flows beyond its borders, notably with Milton Keynes.
The HEDNA does not examine the impact of the Milton Keynes HMA on the District, or therefore, identify the quantum
of housing required to meet Milton Keynes' housing need in the District (see below).
* Nor has it considered the employment needs of Milton Keynes, when there is a clear overlap of the Functional
Economic Market Area (FEMA).
* The approach to affordable housing is flawed. It seemingly continues to rely on private rented sector provision
(through housing benefits) to meet some of the affordable housing needs and does not consider whether "an increase
in the total housing figures included in the Local Plan should be considered where it could help deliver the required
number of affordable homes" as required by the PPG (2a-029-20140306).
* The housing figure in Policy S2 must be expressed as a minimum requirement rather than a target to ensure that the
acute housing needs are actually met.
These matters must be addressed if the Local Plan is to accord with the NPPF's policy imperatives as set out above.
Duty to Cooperate
The Duty to Cooperate (DTC), introduced by the Localism Act 2011, requires the Council to engage "constructively,
actively and on an on-going basis to maximise the effectiveness of Local and Marine Plan preparation in the context of
strategic cross boundary matters" (NPPG). The NPPF requires (para 181) that authorities "demonstrate evidence of
having effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts". The demonstration of effective
cooperation in reality means a positive outcome to these strategic planning discussions, even if agreement is not
secured on all issues. Compliance with the duty to cooperate is central to ensure that a Council delivers sustainable
development (NPPF paras 150-151) and meets its full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in
the HMA (NPPF para 47), including the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and
consistent with sustainable development (NPPF para 182).
A Memorandum of Understanding was agreed in July 2017 between Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and
Wycombe District Councils and Buckinghamshire Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership. That sets out the
commitment for those authorities to work together under the Duty to Co-operate (DtC). Consequently Policy S2 states
that the Local Plan will make provision for the delivery of a total of 33,000 dwellings in the period to 2033, comprising of
19,400 to meet its own needs and estimated 8,000 dwellings to accommodate the anticipated unmet needs arising
from Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks.
However, there is very little reference to Milton Keynes in the Local Plan and there is no documentation of any
constructive engagement between the two Councils in the Plan's evidence base. That is despite the close proximity of
the City to the District, the strong physical and functional connections that arise from that, and the consequent
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extension of the Milton Keynes HMA and FEMA into the District.
The Proposed Submission Plan:MK consultation document highlights that Milton Keynes will need to deliver at least
1,767 dpa until 2031 (based on the 2017 SHMA), and the recent Milton Keynes Future 2050 Commission Report states
that level of need will persist until 2050. Given the geography of the area, it is inevitable that some or all of that will
need to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale District. The District Council should, therefore, commit to working
together with Milton Keynes Council in order to identify a positive outcome that meets the development needs of the
area. To entirely ignore the key issue of the relationship with Milton Keynes at this stage is entirely unacceptable,
either in terms of the City's housing needs arising in the District or the inevitable unmet need from within the City.
Spatial Strategy: Land Supply
The Local Plan's strategy to focus future housing growth on the Strategic Settlements in the District is accepted.
However, there is an over reliance on a small number of development locations to provide the vast majority of the
required housing. In order to meet the identified housing needs, all of those sites must come forward in accordance
with the ambitious timescales set out in the Housing Trajectory as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness Document (2017).
The concern is particularly acute in relation to Aylesbury, where a total of 16,398 dwellings is proposed in the plan
period (57% of the District's total development). Clearly that will be a significant challenge given the need to coordinate the provision of the highway, public transport, drainage and community infrastructure required to support all of
those planned developments coming forward at the same time in the same town. There is therefore, an significant
inherent risk that the identified housing need will not be met in the plan period if any of those sites fail to come forward
as anticipated.
Indeed, whilst predicting the timing, phasing and delivery rates of developments of the scale and complexity proposed
is inherently difficult, the current housing trajectory is underpinned by entirely unrealistic assumptions in terms of both
the timing and rate of delivery at Aylesbury and land adjacent to Milton Keynes. The trajectory indicates that the
Council anticipate that the strategic allocations will begin to deliver housing in less than 3 years from the date of this
consultation at Aylesbury South East, within 4 years at Salden Chase, Haddenham and Buckingham, and within 5
years at the other strategic sites at Aylesbury.
In order to achieve that, this Local Plan will first need to be submitted, examined and, if found sound, adopted to
allocate the sites for development. The District Council currently anticipate that the Plan will be adopted by the end of
2018, but that programme is extremely ambitious given the progress made thus far, and the complexities of the key
development proposals on which the Local Plan relies in order to meet identified development needs. Adoption during
2019 does, however, appear feasible subject to the issues highlighted in these representations being appropriately
resolved.
Outline planning applications will then need to be prepared, submitted and approved. The very detailed allocation
policies in the Local Plan clearly highlight the scale and complexity of that process for each of the strategic sites.
Notably, Policy D1 requires the prior preparation of detailed design guidance and site specific Supplementary Planning
Documents. That is perfectly understandable, but will take time to do given the range of issues that need to be
addressed. Furthermore, given the scale and nature of the sites, the planning applications submissions will need to be
accompanied by robust Environmental Statements and Transport Assessments. The SPD and outline application
preparation process should, therefore, be expected to take 1 to 2 years. The determination of those applications,
including the signing of the associated Section 106 Agreements to secure the infrastructure required to support the
development, should also be excepted to take 1 to 2 years.
Following the grant of outline planning permission, the sale (if promoted by the landowner) / purchase (if promoted by
the developer) of the land needs to be finalised in light of a detailed cost & revenue planning exercise (which is further
complicated if multiple landowners are involved). Reserved Matters submissions will then need to be prepared,
submitted and approved, conditions discharged and other (highway and drainage) consents secured to deliver the site.
That process will take at least 2 years.
The developers resources (labour, equipment and materials) will then need to be mobilised before the development can
begin. That commonly takes around 6 months. Site preparation and enabling works (e.g. infrastructure provision) then
takes place prior to the construction of the actual homes and their delivery to the market. The first completions are
usually provided 6 months following the start on site.
This realistic view of the likely timescales for delivery of the strategic development areas is supported by the various
nationwide studies of the delivery of housing on strategic sites that have been published in recent years. Indeed, the
Housing Delivery Study for Buckinghamshire (2017) also refers to these very issues, and states (para 14) "the real
challenge is getting the sites to the point at which homes start to get built". It does not, however, provide any clear
guidance to support the Trajectory that underpins the Submission Plan.
Therefore, unless there is clear site specific evidence to the contrary (and nothing has been presented thus far), the
conservative analysis of the required timescales to deliver the strategic development areas as set out above highlights
that the Local Plan should assume the first delivery of housing completions on (uncommitted) strategic sites will not
occur until at least 6 years post the likely adoption of the Local Plan in 2019; i.e. in the 2025/26 period. Even then there
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is a significant risk that the resolution of the site specific environmental constraints, infrastructure provision and
landownership issues will further delay delivery.
Moreover, thereafter a robust view on the rate of delivery needs to be taken. The Housing Trajectory currently
assumes that the annual completions will increase significantly to, for example, 280dpa at Aylesbury South East, and
250dpa at Salden Chase. Those figures greatly exceed the national average for sites over 2,000 dwellings of circa 161
dpa (ref: "Start to Finish: How Quickly Do Large Scale Housing Sites Deliver? 2016; NLP).
Indeed, the Housing Trajectory indicates that the cumulative delivery at Aylesbury is expected to exceed 750 dpa over
a 7 year period towards the end of the plan period. That assumption is extremely ambitious, and no evidence has
been presented to demonstrate that it is actually achievable in this location. Indeed the Housing Delivery Study for
Buckinghamshire (2017) specifically refers to the "possible limits on market absorption of new homes in Aylesbury
town" (para 10), but does not seek to quantify what that limit might be. It concludes (para 11) "to deliver the emerging
Plan numbers will be challenging." There are also practical issues in terms of labour and materials availability and
coordinated infrastructure provision to consider. Clearly there is ultimately a finite amount of housing that can be
sustained in Aylesbury, and the housing trajectory must take that into account.
The only outcome of not taking a realistic view in the housing trajectory both in terms of when development will start to
deliver new homes, and then the number of homes that will be delivered each year, is that the identified housing needs
in the District will not be met.
Consequences
Bovis Homes are, therefore, concerned that the District Council are not seeking to meet the full OAN across the HMAs
in the District or allocating sufficient land to meet the identified housing need in the plan. This must be remedied as the
consequence of not planning to meet the identified housing need in the area is simply to exacerbate the nation's
housing crisis.
The Housing Strategy for England "Laying the Foundations" states in paragraph 1 that a "thriving, active but stable
housing market that offers choice, flexibility and affordable housing is critical to our economic and social wellbeing." It
continues to highlight (para 5) that "we have not built enough homes for more than a generation", and (para 8) that
"without urgent action to build new homes, children will grow up without the same opportunities to live near their
families, young people will struggle to get a place to call their own and older people will not have the choice and support
they need." Furthermore, paragraph 9 states: "Housing is crucial for our social mobility, health and wellbeing - with
quality and choice having an impact on social mobility and wellbeing from an early age, and our homes accounting for
about half of all household wealth. Social housing should provide support for those who need it, when they need it, and
should help vulnerable people to live independently. And opportunities for wealth must be open to all, with housing
choices helping rather than hindering people's ability to build assets and find employment."
More recently the Housing White Paper presents startling facts and figures that highlight the acute socio-economic
effects of a continued undersupply of housing in the country. Average house prices have rocketed compared to
earnings, home ownership in the under 35s has significantly decreased and rental costs are continuing to escalate.
The under supply of housing is also having a severe negative impact on the economy in terms of labour mobility, the
construction industry, economic spend and increasing housing benefit costs. It concludes:
"You don't have to be an expert in housing or construction to know that our property market is broken. You just have to
be one of the millions of hardworking people who can't afford to buy or even rent the kind of safe, secure, affordable
home that previous generations have taken for granted. It's all down to the fact that not enough houses are being
built."
Remedial Action
To accord with the NPPF's policy requirements (notably paras 14 & 47), the Local Plan must facilitate a continual
supply of both market and affordable housing from a "portfolio" of deliverable development sites based on a robust
spatial development strategy, with sufficient flexibility to make sure that the identified full OAN for the District and the
unmet need arising elsewhere in the HMAs are met even if key developments do not proceed as currently anticipated.
That will ensure a rolling 5 year housing land supply is maintained, that the overall housing requirements are met within
the plan period and that everyone actually has the opportunity of a decent home.
As set out above it is inevitable that there will be a delay to at least some of the identified development sites in the
Local Plan coming forward and/or the rate of their delivery will not be high as currently anticipated. That inevitability
should be addressed at the outset rather than monitored and managed, which does not reflect the positive plan led
approach to delivering sustainable development to meet the HMA's housing needs as required the NPPF (para 150151) and will only result in a further delay in the acute housing needs being met. Therefore, the true objectively
assessed need should be identified, the deliverability of individual sites carefully examined, and a robust housing
trajectory prepared with the sufficient (additional) allocations to ensure that the housing needs are actually met.
The Local Plan should also include contingency plans to address any shortfall in housing delivery arising from a delay
in the strategic allocation sites coming forward in the short and medium term. The Submission Plan refers to the
incorporation of a buffer in the planned housing supply against the housing requirement, but Table 1 highlights that
amounts to only 5.2% which is clearly insufficient and is in any comprised of the anticipated windfall delivery, which by
definition does not provide the certainty required to ensure that the acute housing needs are met. A buffer of 10-20%
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of specific deliverable sites is required to reflects the positive plan led approach to ensuring the delivery of sustainable
development to actually meet the HMA's housing needs as required the NPPF.
It is apparent, therefore, that there is a need to identify and allocate a number and variety of additional sustainable
development sites over and above those already identified in the Local Plan. The allocation of additional development
sites in other sustainable locations at the Large and Medium Villages such as Stone and Tingewick (see below in
relation to Policy S3) is required, and they should be brought forward at the earliest opportunity to address the shortfall
in provision in the early part of the plan period and thereon to accelerate the supply of housing and meet identified
needs.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy S2, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs, including unmet development requirements arising elsewhere in the HMAs, will be met within the plan period;
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
- is not effective in that some allocation sites will not deliver the scale of development the Submission Plan currently
assumes, and the identified needs will not therefore, be met; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing to meet identified needs.
Summary:

Considered unsound as it is:
-not positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the OAN will be met within the plan period;
-not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
-not effective in that some allocation sites will not deliver the scale of development the Submission Plan currently
assumes, and the identified needs will not be met;&
-inconsistent with national policy in that it doesn't fully reflect the Government's priorities/policies in terms of enabling
sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing.

Change to Plan

Proposed Change
Revise policy as follows:
- The true objectively assessed housing need should be identified and the housing requirements in the Submission
Plan should also take account of the District's relationship with Milton Keynes as well as other HMA;
- The housing requirements should be expressed as a "minimum" requirement;
- The deliverability of individual sites carefully examined and a robust housing trajectory prepared in that light;
- A further contingency should be built into the proposed housing supply to ensure that there is sufficient flexibility
within the strategy to ensure that the minimum housing needs are actually met;
- Additional allocations are required as part of a broader (but still sustainable) development strategy, particularly at the
Large and Medium Villages (see also representations to Policy S3 & D2); and
- Delete final sentence of the policy.
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Respondent: Slough Borough Council (Mr Paul Paul Stimpson)
[28795]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Slough representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Proposed Submission Local Plan (VALP) were approved at Planning
Committee on 6th December 2017.
The Committee resolved that:
* That an objection should be made to the submission version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan on the grounds that it
is not reasonable or sustainable to plan to import housing into Aylesbury from the part of South Bucks District that is
not within the same functional Housing Market Area
The full planning committee report is attached.
Meeting Un Met Housing Needs from Outside of the Functional Housing Market Area
The VALP housing target is made up from the amount of housing required to meet Aylesbury's needs plus additional
housing to meet unmet needs from elsewhere in Buckinghamshire:
The Spatial Vision states in paragraph 2.4 (b) that Provision will be made for the housing and employment needs of
the new and existing population, including unmet needs from elsewhere if reasonable and sustainable......
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth) makes provision for the delivery of 27,400 dwellings between 2013 and 2033
including the unmet need of 2,250 dwellings from Wycombe and 5,750 from Chiltern and /South Bucks Districts.
Paragraph 182 of the NPPF which sets out the tests of soundness for examining Local Plans states that they should
seek to meet unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with
achieving sustainable development.
Whilst it is appropriate to seek to meet un met needs which cannot be accommodated elsewhere in the same
functional Housing Market Area, Slough Council does not considered it is reasonable or sustainable to import housing
from outside of this. More than half of South Bucks District is outside of the same "functional" Housing Market Area as
Aylesbury Vale and so the Council objects unmet needs from here being met in the VALP.
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth) which seeks to meet all of South Buck's unmet housing needs is not justified by
the available evidence as to what the appropriate Housing Market is.
The Plan states that it has been prepared on the basis of a joint report by ORS which identified a best fit Housing
Market Area which consists of Aylesbury Vale, Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks.
What it does not explain is that this has been produced by using Plan making areas as the basis for determining the
best fit.
If judged upon a best fit to Local Authority boundaries basis the whole of South Bucks is in a different Housing Market
Area. This was the recommendation of the 2015 HMA and FEMA report (ORS and Atkins) commissioned by the
Buckinghamshire Councils.
This only changed in June 2016, following the decision by South Bucks and Chiltern to prepare a joint Local Plan. It
was on this basis that the report by ORS Atkins entitled "HMAs and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire: Updating the
evidence" recommended the use of the plan making areas for determining the best fit HMA.
This study concluded:
we would continue to recommend to the Buckinghamshire councils that the most pragmatically appropriate best fit for
the Central Buckinghamshire housing market area based on Local Plan areas comprises Aylesbury Vale district,
Wycombe district and the combined area of Chiltern and South Bucks districts [...] these best fit groupings do not
change the actual geography of the functional housing market areas that have been identified - they simply provide a
pragmatic arrangement for the purposes of establishing the evidence required ... (para 36-37, p10).
It goes on to note:
Whilst we believe that this proposed grouping for Central Buckinghamshire HMA provides the overall best fit for joint
working (based on a Joint Plan being developed for Chiltern and South Bucks), it is not the only arrangement possible
given the complexities of the functional housing market areas in the region. Regardless of the final groupings, the more
important issue will be the need for all of the Buckinghamshire districts to maintain dialogue with each other and also
with their neighbouring authorities, as well as with the Mayor of London through the Greater London Authority (para 38,
p10).
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These pragmatic reasons mainly relate to evidence gathering and policy making. They do not apply to consideration as
to where unmet housing needs should be met. The recent decision by the Inspector for the Luton Local Plan makes it
clear that the functional Housing Market should be used for determining where the unmet housing needs from Luton
should be accommodated.
As a result it is considered that the technical basis for the Vale of Aylesbury Plan is unsound in so far that it does not
recognise the importance of using the functional Housing Market Area as the basis for deciding the extent to which it
should accommodate unmet housing need outside of this area.
It is considered that housing needs should be met as close as they can to where they arise. Failure to do so can result
in unstainable forms of development and an increase in housing stress in the area where development does not take
place.
The Plan has not sufficiently considered what the social and economic impact of importing housing from outside its
functional Housing Market Area
The proposal in the Aylesbury Plan to import housing from southern Buckinghamshire to Aylesbury has not taken
account of the adverse effects that this will have upon the local housing market which is deprived of new housing.
South Bucks District is already one of the least affordable areas in the country. Failure to build the required houses in
this area will make affordability even worse. It will also restrict the supply of affordable housing in the area and result in
people having to move long distances, in some cases outside of the functional Housing Market Area, in order to find
suitable housing. This could result in unsustainable commuting patterns as in practise the major employment in the
area is London, Slough, and Heathrow.
The AVLP should not propose to take some of South Bucks housing allocation unless it is deliverable. If this housing is
for some reason not delivered there will be an under supply of housing which could have been addressed in other
Local plans. As a result it is not considered that planning for provision of all of South Bucks' unmet housing need is an
effective strategy
It is not, however, suggested that the overall housing target in S2 should be reduced even though it is very ambitious.
This is because Slough Council does not want to restrict new housing coming forward if it is deliverable. It is also it is
possible that all of the houses proposed in the VALP will actually be required to meet Aylesbury's needs
Summary:

The Council objects to the submission version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan on the grounds that it is not
reasonable or sustainable to plan to import housing into Aylesbury from the part of South Bucks District that is not
within the same functional Housing Market Area.

Change to Plan

As a result it is considered that a modification is required to VALP to limit the amount of unmet housing need that it is
proposing to provide for Chiltern and South Bucks to that which arises from the same "functional" Housing Market Area.
In order to calculate how much this should be it is necessary to look at the June 2016 report produced by ORS and
Atkins provided an update on Housing Market Areas and Functional Market Areas in Buckinghamshire. This report
identified that 61.1% of South Buck's population is outside the Central Buckinghamshire functional HMA.
The total unmet need from South Bucks and Chiltern which is proposed to be accommodated in the Aylesbury Plan is
5,750. It is not possible at this stage to establish precisely how much of this comes from each district, so we have
assumed that 50% of this arises in South Bucks and of that 61% of South Bucks' need arises outside of the
Buckinghamshire HMA. This equates to around 1,750 dwellings.
Based on this it is suggested that Policy S2 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan should be modified so that Chiltern and South
Bucks' unmet need figure is reduced from 5,750 to 4,000.
The implications of this would be that the 1,750 houses would have to be planned for in the "functional" Housing Market
Area where the need arises.
Unless this modification is made, having regard for the above factors, it is considered that the Proposed Submission
Local Plan would fail the Test of Soundness in that it has not justified why meeting all of South Bucks' unmet housing
needs outside of the "functional" Housing Market Area is the most appropriate strategy, when a more reasonable
alternative would be to meet needs where they arise in a more sustainable way.
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Full Text:

The overall quantum of 27,400 new houses appears too low, based on past evidence and it would be more sustainable
to increase the 19,400 homes requirement for Aylesbury Vale District to a figure closer to 25,000 in order to fully
accommodate the District's growth needs.
Given consistent failure in the past to deliver the scale of growth planned at Aylesbury in a timely fashion, to now
propose virtually 16,400 of the planned 27,400 new homes (i.e. about 60%) seems destined to almost inevitable failure,
which would risk compromising the Plan's strategy and risk further years of the District not having a deliverable 5-year
housing land supply.
The scale of development envisaged around Aylesbury does not appear, from the transport strategy background
papers available, to be adequately served by sufficient new highway capacity to enable the town to continue functioning
without massive congestion at peak-period (which appear will grow considerably in their length). Severe capacity
limitations at key highway junctions, especially at the Gyratory and the Oxford and Bicester Road junctions with the
inner ring road, have not been addressed. Only providing short sections of outer link roads without a full ring of roads
will only serve to move congestion black-spots rather than providing any real solutions.
The Plan's strategy requires new housing numbers to be accommodated at named larger and medium-sized villages
and yet very few new allocations are proposed. Delivery of the strategy is heavily reliant on past appeal decisions and
on new Neighbourhood Plans and yet where evidence of new emerging draft Neighbourhood Plans is available, it
appears that many Parish Council's appear to be attempting to use the process to avoid further development,
particularly amongst the villages surrounding Aylesbury.

Summary:

Increase District housing numbers by 5,000-6,000.
Reduce an over-concentration of development planned at Aylesbury and increase commensurately the development
totals planned elsewhere to help facilitate deliverability.
Provide a full outer ring road for Aylesbury, if the scale of development currently planned at Aylesbury is maintained.
More development allocations and/or targets ought to be set for the named larger and medium-sized villages.

Change to Plan

Increase AVDC's planned housing figure from 19,400 to about 25,000.
Reduce the over-concentration of development planned at Aylesbury from about 60% to 50% to increase the chances
of successful and timely delivery of development.
Plan for a full outer ring road at Aylesbury to accompany new urban extensions and design improvements to
constrained highway junction pinch-points.
More specific allocations and/or targets should be set for accommodating development at the larger and medium-sized
villages.
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Respondent: Mrs Claire Woodward [28685]
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Full Text:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (VALP) PROPOSED SUBMISSION CONSULTATION, NOVEMBER 2017
WYG are instructed by Ms Woodward and Mr Connolly in respect of their land interests adjacent to Raven Crescent
and Linnet Drive at Westcott in Aylesbury Vale. Our client's site is identified on the accompanying Site Location Plan.
This 0.78ha site is adjacent to the southern village boundary where a modest residential development would assist in
"rounding off" the existing settlement.
Our Client's land has previously been promoted for residential development to the Aylesbury Vale Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (Site Reference WSC004) and the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
consultation in May 2017. The Local Plan as drafted does not propose to allocate our client's land for future
development.
The purpose of these representations is to provide commentary on the current consultation documentation, particularly
in terms of the soundness of the development strategy of Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, having
regard to Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Representations
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, justified and is
not consistent with national policy.
These representations seek to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need is identified and met by the new
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, particularly in light of the work of the National Infrastructure Commission on the
Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor and the proposed East-West Rail link which will run through the District.
Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet needs
from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to 27,400, which
includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A reduction in the
housing requirements is not considered to be sound in the context of the current national housing crisis and the
Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September
2017) shows a significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per
annum to 1,499 dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 dwellings more over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure the
Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply. This
amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual settlements.
Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.
Policy D3 (Housing Development at Smaller Villages)
Our Client supports aspects of Policy D3 with regards to allowing for new housing development at Smaller Villages.
However, the Policy is not sound as a whole, as parts are not consistent with national policy.
The previously drafted Policy D7 covered housing development within the smaller villages, and proposed a percentage
approach to apportioning development to settlements. Our Client expressed concerns that the Policy did not properly
reflect the Government's objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, and therefore supports the removal of
the percentage apportionment approach.
Policy D3 states that new housing development at Smaller Villages will be supported where it contributes towards the
sustainability of that village and accords with all applicable polices in the Local Plan, subject to certain criteria being
met. This includes a requirement that development be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of
the village; would not result in coalescence; is of a small scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form
of the settlement.
The newly drafted wording of Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings or fewer within the definition of small
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scale development at criteria c. It is considered that the policy should be amended to allow more
flexibility to recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites
to accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3.
Our Client's land has capacity for development of up to 10 dwellings, whilst remaining consistent with the principles for
new development set out in the Policy. The site is present in an urban setting and a detailed analysis of the landscape
impact demonstrates that development can be accommodated on the site and would in effect better "round off" this
part of the village.
In the case of Westcott, the Council's Draft Settlement Hierarchy acknowledges that settlement, along with the village
of Worminghall, "have exceptionally high levels of employment compared to other small villages". The Westcott
Venture Park is located some 0.7km from our Client's site, and comprises a 263ha employment site with over 70
individual business and 400 staff employed. The Local Plan proposes to retain this area as protected employment
land - indeed it has been included within one of the three Enterprise Zones proposed in Aylesbury District. This
indicates a strong commitment to its retention and development at this location as a key source of employment in the
District.
The key planning principles towards sustainable development, as set out in Paragraph 17 of the NPPF, include the
need to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling. Paragraph
37 of the Framework is also clear that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area, so that
people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for, amongst other things, employment.
Our Client considers that Policy D3 should contain more flexibility in respect of levels of "small scale development"
which should be permitted in Smaller Villages. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the
suitability and sustainability of the village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the
Westcott Venture Park employment site in very close proximity. They suggest that Policy D3 should be amended
accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing development here. Providing additional housing
development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a sustainable pattern of development by reducing the
need to travel.
Yours faithfully
Keith Fenwick
Director
For and on behalf of WYG
Summary:

Object to S2, the housing need has reduced since the draft plan, this is not sound in the context of the housing crisis
and the NPPF requirement to significantly boost housing supply. VALP fails to have regard to DCLG's proposed new
methodology, which identifies 1,499dpa need. It fails to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the
development of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor,
particularly with its proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

Please see our detailed representations relating to Policy S2 submitted alongside this
response form.
The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure the
Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply. This
amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual settlements.
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Full Text:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (VALP) PROPOSED SUBMISSION CONSULTATION, NOVEMBER 2017
WYG are instructed by Ms Woodward and Mr Connolly in respect of their land interests adjacent to Raven Crescent
and Linnet Drive at Westcott in Aylesbury Vale. Our client's site is identified on the accompanying Site Location Plan.
This 0.78ha site is adjacent to the southern village boundary where a modest residential development would assist in
"rounding off" the existing settlement.
Our Client's land has previously been promoted for residential development to the Aylesbury Vale Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (Site Reference WSC004) and the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
consultation in May 2017. The Local Plan as drafted does not propose to allocate our client's land for future
development.
The purpose of these representations is to provide commentary on the current consultation documentation, particularly
in terms of the soundness of the development strategy of Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, having
regard to Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Representations
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, justified and is
not consistent with national policy.
These representations seek to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need is identified and met by the new
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, particularly in light of the work of the National Infrastructure Commission on the
Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor and the proposed East-West Rail link which will run through the District.
Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet needs
from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to 27,400, which
includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A reduction in the
housing requirements is not considered to be sound in the context of the current national housing crisis and the
Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September
2017) shows a significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per
annum to 1,499 dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 dwellings more over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure the
Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply. This
amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual settlements.
Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.
Policy D3 (Housing Development at Smaller Villages)
Our Client supports aspects of Policy D3 with regards to allowing for new housing development at Smaller Villages.
However, the Policy is not sound as a whole, as parts are not consistent with national policy.
The previously drafted Policy D7 covered housing development within the smaller villages, and proposed a percentage
approach to apportioning development to settlements. Our Client expressed concerns that the Policy did not properly
reflect the Government's objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, and therefore supports the removal of
the percentage apportionment approach.
Policy D3 states that new housing development at Smaller Villages will be supported where it contributes towards the
sustainability of that village and accords with all applicable polices in the Local Plan, subject to certain criteria being
met. This includes a requirement that development be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of
the village; would not result in coalescence; is of a small scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form
of the settlement.
The newly drafted wording of Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings or fewer within the definition of small
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scale development at criteria c. It is considered that the policy should be amended to allow more
flexibility to recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites
to accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3.
Our Client's land has capacity for development of up to 10 dwellings, whilst remaining consistent with the principles for
new development set out in the Policy. The site is present in an urban setting and a detailed analysis of the landscape
impact demonstrates that development can be accommodated on the site and would in effect better "round off" this
part of the village.
In the case of Westcott, the Council's Draft Settlement Hierarchy acknowledges that settlement, along with the village
of Worminghall, "have exceptionally high levels of employment compared to other small villages". The Westcott
Venture Park is located some 0.7km from our Client's site, and comprises a 263ha employment site with over 70
individual business and 400 staff employed. The Local Plan proposes to retain this area as protected employment
land - indeed it has been included within one of the three Enterprise Zones proposed in Aylesbury District. This
indicates a strong commitment to its retention and development at this location as a key source of employment in the
District.
The key planning principles towards sustainable development, as set out in Paragraph 17 of the NPPF, include the
need to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling. Paragraph
37 of the Framework is also clear that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area, so that
people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for, amongst other things, employment.
Our Client considers that Policy D3 should contain more flexibility in respect of levels of "small scale development"
which should be permitted in Smaller Villages. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the
suitability and sustainability of the village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the
Westcott Venture Park employment site in very close proximity. They suggest that Policy D3 should be amended
accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing development here. Providing additional housing
development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a sustainable pattern of development by reducing the
need to travel.
Yours faithfully
Keith Fenwick
Director
For and on behalf of WYG
Summary:

Object to S2, the housing need has reduced since the draft plan, this is not sound in the context of the housing crisis
and the NPPF requirement to significantly boost housing supply. VALP fails to have regard to DCLG's proposed new
methodology, which identifies 1,499dpa need. It fails to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the
development of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor,
particularly with its proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure
the Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing
supply. This amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual
settlements.
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Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We welcome the VALP seeking to accommodate unmet housing need from Wycombe District. We also welcome the
constraints on development at smaller villages and in the countryside. However, we are concerned that the cumulative
transport effects of the Aylesbury Garden Town (especially its South and South West proposals) have not taken into
account the scale of developments planned at Wendover and at Princes Risborough. We doubt public transport
improvements will be enough to mitigate those effects. We are also concerned that a failure to deliver supporting
infrastructure in a timely fashion, will have major adverse consequences for our Parish.

Summary:

We welcome the VALP seeking to accommodate unmet housing need from Wycombe District. We also welcome the
constraints on development at smaller villages and in the countryside. However, we are concerned that the cumulative
transport effects of the Aylesbury Garden Town (especially its South and South West proposals) have not taken into
account the scale of developments planned at Wendover and at Princes Risborough. We doubt public transport
improvements will be enough to mitigate those effects. We are also concerned that a failure to deliver supporting
infrastructure in a timely fashion, will have major adverse consequences for our Parish.

Change to Plan

Modify bullet 7 to read:
The timely provision of essential road and other supporting infrastructure to avoid harmful effects in the local area
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the Council's approach of accommodating some unmet
needs of the local authorities in southern Buckinghamshire, which are highly constrained by the Chilterns AONB. In this
important way, the Council is demonstrating good practice under the Duty to Cooperate, and its Duty of Regard to
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (section
85).

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the Council's approach of accommodating some unmet
needs of the local authorities in southern Buckinghamshire, which are highly constrained by the Chilterns AONB. In this
important way, the Council is demonstrating good practice under the Duty to Cooperate, and its Duty of Regard to
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (section
85).
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Respondent: Jake Collinge Planning Consultancy Ltd (Mr Jake
Collinge) [29360]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The housing requirements set out in Policy S2 should be increased to take account of the new methodology in
connection with the calculation of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing, whilst also taking account of the effects
of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. The consequences of such should 'drop-down' the existing strategy but
include provision for a new settlement.

Summary:

The housing requirements set out in Policy S2 should be increased to take account of the new methodology in
connection with the calculation of the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing, whilst also taking account of the effects
of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. The consequences of such should 'drop-down' the existing strategy but
include provision for a new settlement.

Change to Plan

Replace the housing figure of 27,400 with '35,000' and re-instate reference to a new settlement and the terms of Policy
D2 of the 2016 Draft VALP.
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Respondent: Village Foundations (Mr Nick Wyke) [31909]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The spatial strategy is considered to be unsound for the following reasons.
The strategy aims to accommodate the unmet needs of other Buckinghamshire authority areas. Whilst the aim to
protect the Green Belt is supported, it is considered that there is additional capacity within Wycombe, South
Buckinghamshire and Chiltern Districts for sustainable development.
The strategy to accommodate the unmet needs of the other authorities is not sound due to the lack of justification of
the housing needs evidence. The evidence is not sufficiently justified as the predicted growth in the 2014 based
household projections is not reflected in the updated AVDC HEDNA.
The latest assessment of housing need has reduced the objectively assessed need (OAN) of AVDC. This has
increased the district's capacity to meet the unmet needs of the other Buckinghamshire authorities within AVDC, but
overall the full OAN is not being met.
Growth projected in AVDC's own housing needs must not be compromised by the strategy to meet the unmet needs of
the other Buckinghamshire authorities. The starting point should be to meet housing needs in the location where they
arise. Only when it is unsustainable to do so (due to constraints such as the Green Belt) should the needs be met
elsewhere.
Our concern is that there is additional capacity within Wycombe, South Bucks and Chiltern districts which is not being
considered for development. Meanwhile AVDC is reducing it's own requirements to accommodate the growth which the
other Buckinghamshire authorities will not meet in the latest iterations of their plans. AVDC should not compromise its
own requirements to meet the needs of the Buckinghamshire authorities before every opportunity to meet the needs
where they arise has been explored.
This is particularly important to the effectiveness of the plan when considering the strategic position of AVDC in terms
of the future growth corridor between Oxford and Cambridge. There will be considerable opportunities arising from
infrastructure provision through this corridor, particularly from East West Rail. The increased accessibility of areas
within AVDC in relation to high growth employment centres will increase housing needs in the long term. Unjustified
reductions in OAN at this stage mean the plan is not positively prepared for sustainable plan-led development in the
long term.

Summary:

The strategy aims to accommodate the unmet needs of needs of the other Buckinghamshire authority areas. Whilst the
aim to protect the Green Belt is supported, it is considered that there is additional capacity within Wycombe, South
Buckinghamshire and Chiltern Districts for sustainable development.

Change to Plan

AVDC should not compromise its own requirements in meeting housing needs within Aylesbury Vale before other
authorities across Buckinghamshire have fully assessed the ability to accommodate their own needs.
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Respondent: R Wills [32175]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sir
Please accept this as a response to the consultation on Aylesbury Vale's Local Plan.
I would like to object to the current proposals for Buckingham, which I understand are for two site allocations not
allocated in our neighbourhood development plan.
When you consider sites which have been agreed for development and those allocated in our neighbourhood plan,
Buckingham was already taking its share of housing growth, but in a way that was sustainable and democratically
agreed with community. I believe that the Council has a duty to uphold residents' wishes where there is a
neighbourhood plan in place.
I am also aware that Aylesbury Vale removed a large site known as Shenley Park, near Milton Keynes, from the plan
when it could have accommodated up to 2000 homes. Surely it would make more sense to put all the housing there,
close to a large town, rather than understanding the neighbourhood planning process in this manner?
Yours sincerely,
R, L Wills

Summary:

Objects to the allocation of sites in Buckingham not allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan. The Council should uphold
the wishes of residents where there is a neighbourhood plan in place. Shenley Park would be a preferable site as it is
close to a large town and would not undermine the neighbourhood planning process.
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Respondent: Lydia Macey [32179]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sirs,
I object to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan for the following reasons:
VALP proposes a 61% increase in population in the population of Maids Moreton, whereas the average for all medium
sized villages is 14%.
There is little employment here, the nearest being Milton Keynes or in the south of the country. Maids Moreton has
been singled out to accommodate the housing needs of the south of the country.
VALP proposals will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas, and destroy the specific feeling of a
village community.
VALP will damage the visual aspect on entering the village.
VALP proposals are to use pasture and farmland, not using brown field sites.
VALP will destroy the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
VALP will further worsen existing traffic problems and will remove existing householder and business parking.
VALP will increase the demand for medical and social services in the area which are already over-stretched.
VALP will destroy the district identity of Maids Moreton, allowing it to just become a dormitory village that will affect the
community spirit of its residents.
Overall, this proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Summary:

I object to VALP for the following reasons:
VALP proposes a 61% increase in population in the population of Maids Moreton, whereas the average for all medium
sized villages is 14%.
There is little employment here, the nearest being Milton Keynes or in the south of the country. Maids Moreton has
been singled out to accommodate the housing needs of the south of the country.
VALP proposals will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas, and destroy the specific feeling of a
village community.
VALP will damage the visual aspect on entering the village.
VALP proposals are to use pasture and farmland, not using brown field sites.
VALP will destroy the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
VALP will further worsen existing traffic problems and will remove existing householder and business parking.
VALP will increase the demand for medical and social services in the area which are already over-stretched.
VALP will destroy the district identity of Maids Moreton, allowing it to just become a dormitory village that will affect the
community spirit of its residents.
Overall, this proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Yours Faithfully, Lydia Macey

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Louisa Macey [32180]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

RE: Objection to VALP
Dear Sirs,
I object to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan for the following reasons:
VALP proposes a 61% increase in population in the population of Maids Moreton, whereas the average for all medium
sized villages is 14%.
There is little employment here, the nearest being Milton Keynes or in the south of the country. Maids Moreton has
been singled out to accommodate the housing needs of the south of the country.
VALP proposals will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas, and destroy the specific feeling of a
village community.
VALP will damage the visual aspect on entering the village.
VALP proposals are to use pasture and farmland, not using brown field sites.
VALP will destroy the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
VALP will further worsen existing traffic problems and will remove existing householder and business parking.
VALP will increase the demand for medical and social services in the area which are already over-stretched.
VALP will destroy the district identity of Maids Moreton, allowing it to just become a dormitory village that will affect the
community spirit of its residents.
Overall, this proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Summary:

I object to the VALP for the following reasons:
VALP proposes a 61% increase in population in the population of Maids Moreton, whereas the average for all medium
sized villages is 14%.
There is little employment here, the nearest being Milton Keynes or in the south of the country. Maids Moreton has
been singled out to accommodate the housing needs of the south of the country.
VALP proposals will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas, and destroy the specific feeling of a
village community.
VALP will damage the visual aspect on entering the village.
VALP proposals are to use pasture and farmland, not using brown field sites.
VALP will destroy the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
VALP will further worsen existing traffic problems and will remove existing householder and business parking.
VALP will increase the demand for medical and social services in the area which are already over-stretched.
VALP will destroy the district identity of Maids Moreton, allowing it to just become a dormitory village that will affect the
community spirit of its residents.
Overall, this proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Yours Faithfully, Louisa Macey

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
974_redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 978 - 30376 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - None

978

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: DJ Kimble [30376]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 AND POLICY SI SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
I OBJECT TO THE VALP BECAUSE
PLACING TOO MANY HOUSES IN TOO SMALL AN AREA ULTIMATELY LEAD TO TRAFFIC PROBLEMS THAT
WILL LEAD TO ECONOMIC STAGNATION. THIS IS NEITHER A JUSTIFIED NOR AN EFFECTIVE STRATEGY.
ALL IN ALL, I FEEL THE IMPACT ON THE ROADS AND TRAFFIC SYSTEM NORTH AND SOUTH OF AYLESBURY
WILL CAUSE CHAOS AND DESTROY VILLAGE LIFE .

Summary:

3.3 AND POLICY SI SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
I OBJECT TO THE VALP BECAUSE
PLACING TOO MANY HOUSES IN TOO SMALL AN AREA ULTIMATELY LEAD TO TRAFFIC PROBLEMS THAT
WILL LEAD TO ECONOMIC STAGNATION. THIS IS NEITHER A JUSTIFIED NOR AN EFFECTIVE STRATEGY.
ALL IN ALL, I FEEL THE IMPACT ON THE ROADS AND TRAFFIC SYSTEM NORTH AND SOUTH OF AYLESBURY
WILL CAUSE CHAOS AND DESTROY VILLAGE LIFE .
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Respondent: Hertfordshire County Council (Mr Lewis Claridge)
[32186]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - Proposed Submission Consultation (Regulation 19)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above. The following is focused on comments from the Highways
service within the Environment Department of the County Council. There were no substantive comments from our other
services within the Department.
Context
Aylesbury, Aylesbury Vale District's main town, is located very close to the border with Hertfordshire. The A41 is the
main road link between Aylesbury and the Hertfordshire network, connecting to Hemel Hempstead and Watford, and
being a main route from Aylesbury to the wider strategic road network including the M25 and M1 towards London. The
B440 (recently reclassified) is another link between Hemel Hempstead and the east of Aylesbury Vale district. The 500
bus service operates between Aylesbury and Watford via Tring, Berkhamsted and Hemel Hempstead. Other bus
routes connect towns and villages on the Aylesbury Vale / Dacorum border area such as Pitstone, Tring, Wendover
and Aylesbury. Aylesbury is on the Chilterns Line to London Marylebone, so provides a link to the Chorleywood and
Rickmansworth. However the Hertfordshire towns of Tring, Berkhamsted, Hemel Hempstead, Kings Langley and
Watford are on the West Coast Mainline, which connects them to London Euston, Milton Keynes and the West
Midlands / Birmingham. There is no direct train link to Aylesbury.

Proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale
The VALP proposes a total 27,400 dwellings 2013-2033 in the district, the majority focused in Aylesbury, Buckingham,
Winslow, Wendover and Haddenham and adjacent to Milton Keynes. Aylesbury Vale is also accommodating some
unmet housing need from Wycombe and Chiltern & South Bucks. The Local Plan puts forward a vision for 'Aylesbury
Garden Town', which would effectively provide most of the district's housing growth along with employment
development and the enterprise zone. Around 16,400 homes are in the plan to 2033 in and around the edges of
Aylesbury.
We appreciate that following this settlement hierarchy and concentrating growth in the largest town is intended for
reasons of sustainability and being able to provide needed infrastructure and access to jobs for the growing population.
However, the location of Aylesbury close to the boundaries of Hertfordshire, the direct road links, and the close crossboundary connections and commuter flows between Aylesbury, south west Hertfordshire and Luton / Dunstable for
instance, means that there needs to be an understanding of the likely cross boundary, cumulative impacts on the
highway and transport networks of planned growth in all of these areas. Joint working with neighbouring LPAs and
LHAs to understand and address these challenges may be needed in some areas in particular.
Cumulative and Cross-boundary Impacts
We note the Cumulative Impact Assessment that has been undertaken and considers all of the development sites
around Aylesbury. However, we are concerned that it does not appear to consider impacts that may result outside of
the border of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. We also note the Aylesbury Transport Strategy commissioned by
Bucks County Council and that transport modelling work has been undertaken - again, we have some concerns about
how cross boundary impacts and cumulative growth is factored in.
There would be concern that the level of growth at Aylesbury, particularly on the eastern and southern edge, will worsen
traffic conditions on parts of the Hertfordshire network. HCC has a countywide transport model which is being used to
help support Hertfordshire's LPAs with their Local Plan development. A new run of the model is planned, which will
include AVDC's planned growth at Aylesbury to 2036 alongside expected growth in south west Herts. Bucks County
Council's modelling identifies traffic congestion issues on the A41 around Aylesbury in the peaks. HCC's existing
Countywide 'COMET' modelling to 2031 identifies M25 J20 and the A41 as an issue, and this will worsen with the
increased levels of growth planned (e.g. Hemel Hempstead, Aylesbury, Tring, Watford). Access onto the A41 at Tring
and Berkhamsted is also identified as an issue.
The developments around Aylesbury will add journeys travelling between the new developments and areas to the east
and south east in the Boroughs of Dacorum and Watford, and more journeys heading to the M25. Is the impact on
networks outside of Buckinghamshire accurately picked up in the VALP's transport evidence base? Are cumulative
impacts outside of Aylesbury Vale considered?
It should be noted that Dacorum Borough Council, Watford Borough Council, Three Rivers District Council and
Hertsmere Borough Council are all undertaking reviews of their Local Plans. The Strategic Housing Market
Assessment undertaken jointly for these authorities indicates a very substantial increase in the objectively assessed
housing need for these LPAs relative to the housing targets in their adopted Local Plans.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Aylesbury Transport Strategy proposals
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy puts forward transport improvements and mitigations to support the planned growth,
including series of link roads that would connect in to the proposed new developments around Aylesbury. The plans
infer that these are intended to spread traffic and reduce traffic through the town centre including on the congested
A41. We would have concerns about whether these link roads would increase demand and through traffic that would
adversely affect the Hertfordshire network.
We strongly agree that all the new link roads should be built to provide for cycling, walking and public transport from the
outset to aid connectivity and promote active and sustainable journeys.
The proposed policy T5 suggests a generous provision for car parking for new residential development. Much of the
proposed development is urban extension, some distance from public transport interchanges and proposed to be
served by new road networks that would connect to main routes e.g. A41 and A418. Even with improved provision for
walking, cycling and public transport, high levels of car use and demand are still likely. This does not seem to be
consistent with other stated policies e.g. S1 and T1 and the objectives of the Local Plan.
There is concern that the transport policies and proposals in the VALP and supporting ATS will perpetuate high levels
of car use and add to existing traffic and congestion issues on the Hertfordshire network.
The VALP and ATS propose a 'Primary Public Transport Corridor' on the A41 approaching central Aylesbury, providing
for buses, pedestrians and cyclists, but states this would be pursued only after the alternative road links are in place.
We would welcome introduction of bus priority measures on this route and elsewhere in the town that would make bus
journeys more attractive, including between Aylesbury and towns and villages in Hertfordshire. However, careful
thought must be put into when these measures will be delivered, firstly so that the opportunity to do so is not lost, but
also to try to avoid car dependent habits becoming established for the new communities.
Aylesbury, Aylesbury Parkway and Stoke Mandeville stations are on a different rail line to Tring, Berkhamsted, Hemel
Hempstead and Watford. This means there is no direct train option for people between Aylesbury and these towns.
Tring station may present an attractive option for people commuting to London from the east and south east of
Aylesbury Garden Town, offering better journey times. Access to all of the rail stations in the surrounding area (not just
the stations in Aylesbury Vale) by non-car modes therefore needs thinking about as part of the mitigation plans. Due to
the lack of a direct train link, there is also likely to be a high reliance on car journeys generally between Aylesbury and
the A41 / Grand Union Canal corridor towns, adding to existing traffic congestion at peak times.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy is proposing a possible P&R site off the A41 as well as bus priority measures on A41
Aston Clinton Road. Although this would be envisaged to help traffic in central Aylesbury and is positive for supporting
more sustainable travel options, traffic will be travelling to and from the P&R site via the A41 and other parts of the
Hertfordshire network, so contributing towards traffic and congestion issues. We would welcome more insight into
BCC's proposals so it can be considered and factored in to HCC's transport planning in a complementary way.
The Cumulative Impact Assessment and ATS mentions new cycle links to Tring from new developments to the east
and south-east. The Wendover Arm of the Grand Union Canal offers a good active travel link between Aylesbury and
Tring. The main canal connects to Leighton Buzzard and Milton Keynes. Improvements to this route and to improve
connections to a wider network would be welcome. However, as a general point, the limitations of towpaths and similar
routes for utility journeys particularly in winter and outside of daylight hours should be recognised and consideration
given to alternatives for key links / routes. We would be interested to better understand what improvements are in mind
for cycling routes in this part of the district. Aylesbury Vale needs to work with HCC and Dacorum Borough Council to
ensure any planned cycle routes and the wider network fit together.
Next steps
HCC would welcome closer engagement with AVDC / BCC to better understand transport and highway implications of
growth and planned development, infrastructure needs and transport proposals in our respective authority areas.

Yours sincerely,
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Lewis Claridge
Environment Department
Hertfordshire County Council
Summary:

We appreciate that following this settlement hierarchy and concentrating growth in the largest town is intended for
reasons of sustainability and being able to provide needed infrastructure and access to jobs for the growing population.
However, the location of Aylesbury close to the boundaries of Hertfordshire, the direct road links, and the close crossboundary connections and commuter flows between Aylesbury, south west Hertfordshire and Luton / Dunstable for
instance, means that there needs to be an understanding of the likely cross boundary, cumulative impacts on the
highway and transport networks of planned growth in all of these areas.
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Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

The needs of Aylesbury District: consider that the adjustments made to the December 2016 HEDNA mean that it does
not reflect AVDC's true FOAN.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4

Unmet needs: assumptions now made are, not justified.
Government standard methodology: gap between the Council's assessment of need and an approach which factors in
housing stress and confirms that our assessment of FOAN is itself conservative.
FOAN scenarios: current housing target not meeting true FOAN
Housing supply shortfall: VALP is not sound as it does not deliver a robust five year housing land supply against either
the artificially depressed current VALP target, or the realistic target.
Change to Plan

The housing target in the VALP needs to increase significantly in order to address the true
FOAN. We estimate that the housing target should increase to between 35,480 and 42,430
new homes across the plan period 2013 to 2033. The higher figure would meet FOAN and
reduce the risk of requiring significant amendments to the VALP during an early review to
address the Government's standard methodology for calculating housing need, and the
identified requirements of the emerging Oxford - Cambridge growth corridor.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Wood Michael 32169.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1004 - 30433 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - iii

1004

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

Starting the plan period from 2013 is misleading, leads to public confusion and is not effective. Around 50% of the
housing in the plan has already delivered or committed. It should be modified to run from 2017 or 2018.
Consideration should be given to splitting the Local Plan into two or three parts which can potentially be adopted even if
more work is required on others.
Consideration should be given to deferring meeting unmet need from elsewhere until later. Exemplar cases have been
accepted with a clear policy commitment as to how any such unmet need would be dealt with.
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Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The spatial strategy is considered to be unsound for the following reasons.
The strategy aims to accommodate the unmet needs of needs of the other
Buckinghamshire authority areas. Whilst the aim to protect the Green Belt is
supported, it is considered that there is additional capacity within Wycombe,
South Buckinghamshire and Chiltern Districts for sustainable development.
The strategy to accommodate the unmet needs of the other authorities is not
sound due to the lack of justification of the housing needs evidence. The evidence
is not sufficiently justified as the predicted growth in the 2014 based household
projections is not reflected in the updated AVDC HEDNA.
The latest assessment of housing need has reduced the objectively assessed
need (OAN) of AVDC. This has increased the district's capacity to meet the unmet
needs of the other Buckinghamshire authorities within AVDC, but overall the full
OAN is not being met.
Growth projected in AVDC's own housing needs must not be compromised by the
strategy to meet the unmet needs of the other Buckinghamshire authorities. The
starting point should be to meet housing needs in the location where they arise.
Only when it is unsustainable to do so (due to constraints such as the Green Belt)
should the needs be met elsewhere.
Our concern is that there is additional capacity within Wycombe, South Bucks
and Chiltern districts which is not being considered for development. Meanwhile
AVDC is reducing it's own requirements to accommodate the growth which the
othe Buckinghamshire authorities will not meet in the latest iterations of their
plans. AVDC should not compromise its own requirements to meet the needs of
the Buckinghamshire authorities before every opportunity to meet the needs
where they arise has been explored.
This is particularly important to the effectiveness of the plan when considering
the strategic position of AVDC in terms of the future growth corridor between
Oxford and Cambridge. There will be considerable opportunities arising from
infrastructure provision through this corridor, particularly from East West Rail.
The increased accessibility of areas within AVDC in relation to high growth
employment centres will increase housing needs in the long term. Unjustified
reductions in OAN at this stage mean the plan is not positively prepared for
sustainable plan--led development in the long term.
The plan should also take into account the entries to the recent National
Infrastructure Commission competition These show the opportunities for future
growth in innovative ways to accompany future infrastructure provision.

Summary:

The methodology for calculating the OAN is not aligned with the evidence on household formation
rates. This requires justification for the plan to be found sound.
The starting point should be to meet needs where they arise in each district within the HMA, but this
appears not to be the case. L&P has detailed knowledge of sites in other Bucks districts which have
capacity for additional sustainable development.

Change to Plan

Land and Partners is a local site promoter with extensive experience of housing delivery in the District
and wider region. Participation in the examination will benefit the Inspector because of the insight
Land and Partners can offer into how the Plan will impact upon the development process.
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Respondent: Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Ms Eleanor
Fritton) [32204]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please refer to the attached submission.

Summary:

Berkeley is of the view that the level of housing proposed in the Local Plan will not be delivered and, as a
consequence, the housing need in the HMA will not be met in full.

Change to Plan

Please refer to paragraph 2.18 (Policy S2 - Spatial Strategy for growth) and 4.9 - 4.11 (Summary and Conclusion) of
the attached submission.
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Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, is not
justified, nor consistent with national policy.
Draft Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet
needs from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to
27,400, which includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A
reduction in the housing requirements is strongly objected to as it is not considered to be sound in the context of the
current national housing crisis and the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September 2017) shows a
significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per annum to 1,499
dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 additional dwellings over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
Part f. of Policy S2 for the allocation of land within Aylesbury Vale but adjacent to Milton Keynes for 2,212 new
dwellings is supported in principle. However, in light of the previous comments, it is considered that the existing
allocation has the potential to be extended further south to create a larger sustainable urban extension to the South
West of Milton Keynes, incorporating our clients' land interests. This would contribute significantly towards higher
growth levels within the District and is ideally located within close proximity of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Corridor, the Milton Keynes growth area and proposed new transport infrastructure.
It is requested that the Hearing Inspector for the Examination of the Proposed Submission seeks further work in
respect of the housing targets contained within Policy S2, as currently this is neither positively prepared "based on a
strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.."(NPPF paragraph 182,
my emphasis), justified in light of the findings of the National Infrastructure Commission Interim Report and the planned
infrastructure in the area, nor consistent with national policy which seeks to significantly boost housing supply.

Summary:

This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale.

Change to Plan

Please see our detailed representations relating to Policy S2 submitted alongside the response form.
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Respondent: Ms Martha Ortegon [32163]
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Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir/ Madam,
I object the referred draft for not including as suitable for residential purposes the Site SHLBUC054 as I proposed. In
contrast the draft includes the site SHLBUC051 which is just in the opposite side just in front of our site.
I object the conclusions and I believe that the criteria to declare suitable the site 051 have to be applicable to the site
054 because their similar characteristics.
I believe that this decision is discriminatory towards us when we want to build our family home as the other 62 plot
owners surely want.
I would appreciate whether I am called to make personal representation in the hearing.
Since 2006 I have showed the Planning Department of the Aylesbury Vale District Council our intention to build our
family home in the plot number 54 of the site 054
Since we bought this plot of land I have been following the Planning issues in England and with other plot owners who
have the same interest, we are working to establish the Association of plot owners to self build our homes as soon as
we have green light to do so. We see in the Localism Act a great opportunity to comply our dream, but now we are
saddened because the Neighbourhood Development Plan of Buckingham did not include the site neither. I requested to
take in consideration the site to be developed by us as self builders.
Finally, to support more this request and in order to give you more elements to decide your policies, let me copy some
lines I sent to the Housing Commission of the Labour Party, which is analyzing the land problems to seek solutions.
These lines describe perfectly what is happening with sites like the Site N (which is 054), which could contribute to the
solution of the housing problem:
"A new type of Land Banking that could be used to build homes ...
Facts:
The lack of land to build homes has made that several owners of large extensions of agricultural land (usually located
close to brown fields near small towns and villages) have found a more profitable use for their land different to the
agricultural one.
The land owners subdivide their land in small plots (between 0.015 and 0.02 acres) where a home built can fit and sell
them to several individuals who at the same time expect that the planning authorities, sooner or later, allocate the land
for residential purposes to facilitate their way to build their homes. (Find enclosed samples of several offers)
Although, some of similar transactions have been declared illegal for several reasons, for instance, because the offers
were misleading or made over small plots in green belt or due to the companies promoting these small plots in rural
areas as long term investment had not authorization to do so by the Financial Service Authority, the truth is that, most
of these transactions of agricultural land over which this proposal is about, are legal and are over land located very
close to the brown field where a home can be built and where the utilities (water, gas, electricity, phone, broadband,
public transport) are already available to be connected to new homes built. So, a solution has to be found to facilitate
the owners of these plots of land to build their homes distinguishing them from the so called illegal Land Scam.
The truth as well is that, these transactions are dully registered by the Land Registry Office as there is not prohibition
for this Office to register this kind of transactions over very small plots of agricultural use.
Once the transaction over these small plots of land of agricultural use is registered by the Land Registry Office, the
land is out of the market as agricultural land because it is not longer attractive for any farmer who requires a larger plot
of land to go ahead with any agricultural activity. So, the only way to reintegrate these small plots to the economic flow
is finding a way to facilitate the owners to build their homes where this is possible or the contrary, the land will remain
abandoned in detriment to the economy and the adjacent plots of land as well.
The challenge now is to assess the situation and with this assessment to decide whether new transactions of that kind
can continue taking place and what to do to reintegrate the land already sold to the economic flow. At the same time
the challenge is to find a way to organize these plot owners to facilitate the assessment and to support them in the
implementation of the solution that I suggest could be to build their zero carbon homes.
At the moment, I am not able to totalize the hectares of these small plots of agricultural land which are economically
frozen for the reasons mentioned but I am totally sure that the Expert Panel will agree with me that it is necessary to
dimension the real impact of this situation.
It is fair to say that I bought two small plots of land for my two daughters (in Buckingham town and Charing, Kent) to
build their homes.
Finally regarding these facts, it is also fair to say that the difference between the new type of Land Banking that I am
describing and the well known concept of Land Banking that the leader of the Labour Party advised "Use it or lose it"
which is in the hands of few developers not able to build homes until the commercial conditions suit them, is that, this
new kind of Land Banking is composed by thousands of small plots of land which are in the hands of thousands of
individuals, that would be ready to self-build their zero carbon homes with the support of the government, once the
planning authorities give green light to do so allocating the plots for residential purposes in their respective plans.
Problems:
From the facts, the problems can be easily deduced.
Economically Frozen Land: The fact that large extensions of agricultural land are subdivided in very small plots and
sold to several unknown individuals makes that land economically inactive because the new owners buy not to continue
the agricultural use. So, meanwhile the new owners are not able to build their homes, the land would be abandoned in
detriment of their owners' interests, their neighborhood and in detriment of the country's economy as well because the
land would be unable to use in any agricultural activity and consequently no subject to any taxation.
If this atomization of agricultural land continues without any control or regulation by the side of the government, in
theory, the agricultural land able to be exploited in any agricultural use could disappear and with it, there would be less
food and other agricultural products produced in the country.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1034 - 32163 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - None

1034

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

This is a problem that has been escalating silently without the government noticing it or perhaps with its complicity
because the Land Registry Office is the one that finally registers the transaction and produces the ownership title of the
land (in some way blesses the transaction).
The fact that similar transactions have been declared illegal makes the situation a bit controversial but as I said before,
the truth is that the transactions I am referring to are legal and, in some way, have been permitted by the government
without any control or protection of the buyers.
The lack of organization of those small plot owners who do not know each other, makes difficult to find a voice to show
to the government the real dimension of the problem and that they could be part of the solution, for instance, if the
government facilitates them the way to build their homes.
As I said before, most of the transactions are within the law and are dully registered by the Land Registry Office as
there is not limitation to sell agricultural plots in small sizes.
The deficit of homes at affordable prices.
The need to comply with CO2 reduction targets
Solutions
The magnitude of this situation has to be properly assessed.
Something has to be done regarding new sales: the government has to decide whether these sales of small plots of
agricultural land can continue and if there is a positive answer, the government has to set up the conditions over which
these sales could continue. (Just as example, In Colombia no rural land transaction can be registered by the
Colombian Land Registry Office if the transaction is the sale of any rural land less than four hectares because it is
considered that four hectares is the minimum needed to develop any productive agricultural activity)
Something has to be done regarding the small plots already sold: the proposal is that I would like to find support of the
Expert Panel to go ahead with my research to assess the general situation of so many plots sold under these
conditions and to assess individual cases confirming whether they are suitable to build homes. If it is possible the
proposal is to allow them to build with the burden that these homes have to comply with zero carbon emissions' target.
The self building industry could play an important role to do so.
It is important as well, to assess the magnitude of the situation of the so called Land Scam because that land has to be
incorporated to the economic flow as well.
As a general solution, in tone with what the Princess Royal Anne said last week: "Villages must find room for 240,000
new homes", I would suggest that the next government by the suitable law, automatically allocates land for residential
purposes to all villages and towns saying for example that "from now on, the land bordering the limits of their brown
fields, located within twenty hectares distance (for instance, although could be proportional to the size of each village),
is considered by law as allocated for residential developments and the owners will decide to go ahead with those
developments or to maintain the current use, with the exception of green belt land (other exceptions can be
considered)". By this way there would not have any more the dictatorship of the councils and some of the residents that
are not ready to allow more homes to be built in their towns.
...
Sir Michael, I hope you and the Expert Panel realize the seriousness of this issue which is a very delicate matter that
deserves careful consideration. I would be happy if you find a way for me to work with your team to assess the issue
and propose solutions. I am trying to establish the National Plot Owners Association.
Finally, I know this issue generates doubts because some property specialists tend to conclude prima facie that these
plots of agricultural land are Scam Property and quickly put the matter aside without any further consideration but,
certainly, as I showed you with these two case studies, the small plots I am referring to are not scam property and
certainly, this Housing Review is a unique opportunity to address the issue as the Labour Party will be the Party of
government with the duty to find solutions before problems escalate further."
Kind regards,

Martha Ines Ortegon
Lawyer and Former Colombian Diplomat
Summary:

I object the referred draft for not including as suitable for residential purposes the Site SHLBUC054 as I proposed. In
contrast the draft includes the site SHLBUC051 which is just in the opposite side just in front of our site.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1034_redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1036 - 29662 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - i

1036

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:
* The need to rationally and objectively identify those existing communities and other areas of the Vale which are best
suited to deliver major housing growth to 2033.
* The fact that with 30% of the housing growth during the Plan period accommodating unmet need for districts
bordering the south of the Vale, there does not appear to be a recognition that logic demands these homes should be
located reasonably close to those districts.
* The failure of the Sustainability Assessment (SA) to make a valid and justified comparative analysis of sustainability
between the proposed strategic settlements.
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Full Text:

BwB PC supports policies S2 and S3 for not making housing allocations for Bierton (including Broughton), in view of
the very significant development already approved for the Parish, the need to prevent coalescence and the need to
reinforce the identity and setting of the village (as stated in Para 4.94).
BwB PC considers the Policies to be legally compliant and to comply with the duty to co-operate and are sound
BwB PC would like to participate in the Oral Hearing, to support AVDC's proposals should there be any opposition to
them.
BwB PC wishes to be notified when the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is submitted for independent examination, when
the Inspector's report is published and when the Plan is Adopted.

Summary:

BwB PC supports policies S2 and S3 for not making housing allocations for Bierton (including Broughton), in view of
the very significant development already approved for the Parish, the need to prevent coalescence and the need to
reinforce the identity and setting of the village (as stated in Para 4.94).
BwB PC considers the Policies to be legally compliant and to comply with the duty to co-operate and are sound
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Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached Representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-2033.
Report is on behalf of my client IPE Orchestra Land Ltd, in respect of the emerging Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
(VALP) 2013-2033. My client has control of the 10 acre site to the west of Portway in North Marston as shown on the
enclosed plan and welcomes the consideration for residential development at the site as part of the emerging VALP.
Further details about the site is included in the report.

Summary:

DCLG published the 'Planning for the right homes in the right places' consultation paper in October 2017 which
proposes an increase in housing need Aylesbury Vale, from 965 to 1,499 units per annum, which is an increase of circa
50%.
As such, the local authority will likely require to allocate further housing growth in the future and NMA002 is well placed
to accommodate residential development.
We propose that AVDC brings the site forward for residential use (C3) or if not included within the VALP, that AVDC
brings the residential use (C3) in the early review of the Local Plan.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Doyle Connor 32157_ North Marston - RPS CgMs - Representations_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Central Bedfordshire Council (Ms. Sally Hicks)
[32231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

see attachment

Summary:

Central Bedfordshire Council agrees with the extent of the HMA, methodology and conclusions of the HEDNA. We
commend the Councils aspirations to deliver 27,400 homes, including the provision of 8,000 to meet unmet needs from
Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks. CBC supports the spatial distribution of growth.
It is surprising that work undertaken in respect to the Luton HMA growth options study is not reference, as a minimum
to confirm the conclusion that Aylesbury does not at the current time need to meet any unmet needs arising within the
Luton HMA.
In relation to employment, we note that there is a current over supply within Aylesbury of over 100 ha, we would
advise that given the likely growth pressures, it may be prudent to seek to ensure good quality employment
land is retained.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1905_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: The Guinness Partnership [32249]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Douglas Bond) [32404]

Full Text:

Please find attached the necessary paperwork on behalf of our Client The Guinness Partnership and the
representations regarding the consultation for the Submission Version VALP.

Summary:

We object to the significant concentration of the strategic sites within Aylesbury
and the failure to allocate larger and also more medium size sites at the other
sustainable locations at settlements as being identified in the hierarchy in Table 2,
in particular at Milton Keynes.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

Such a significant concentration of new houses in one settlement is a high risk strategy that either needs to
contingences or alternative, replacement allocations away from Aylesbury.
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

3.24. The overarching thrust of the Plan is broadly sound as it seeks to focus the majority of new houses at the most
sustainable towns within the district. The majority of these are proposed to be delivered within a small number of
strategic sites with significant infrastructure provision that will delivered through the Aylesbury Garden Town project.
3.25. However, the plan cannot be said to be sound on the basis of its over-reliance in strategic delivery at Aylesbury
Town which fails to represent the most approach strategy in the circumstances. This includes potential constraints to
delivery at the strategic sites from key milestones in the identified schemes, such as the timing for the delivery of key
elements of infrastructure such as roads, utilities and schools etc. This leads to uncertainty in delivery and the strategy
should be revised in order to provide for additional housing allocations at a larger number of smaller to medium size
housing sites at other locations to Aylesbury itself, Milton Keynes being the most appropriate location.
3.26. Such provision on smaller to medium size sites with less infrastructure requirements that can take advantage of
existing, but new infrastructure to ensure the delivery of much needed housing within the district can come forward
much quicker prior to the delivery of houses at the strategic Garden Town sites.
3.27. Doing so would ensure a smoother supply of houses throughout the plan period, reduces the potential impact of
market saturation as more of the houses will be located at other settlements that will not compete with Aylesbury.
3.28. A greater number of allocations at Milton Keynes sustainable location at both strategic and local level would be a
sound approach.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership Guidance note and response form - Email.pdf
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership PLAN DB1.pdf
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership PLAN DB2.pdf
1083_redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: SEGRO Plc [32255]

Agent:

Full Text:

Turley Associates (Mr Tim Burden) [29945]

Please see attachments including comment form, full comment letter with 25 appendices and representations to the
submission version of the Wycombe Local Plan.
Full summary:
Given the lack of substance to justify Aylesbury District meeting the purported 'unmet needs' of the southern authorities
with respect of employment lands provision.
More specifically, it is evident that AVDC is unlikely to meet the B8 requirements of the FEMA, on account of its poor
strategic connectivity and with explicit reference to the District being unlikely to meet warehousing requirements over
the plan period. Further the portfolio of sites available are limited, and as set out above, are unlikely to be deliverable.
The site selection and sustainability assessment process is therefore flawed and unsound.
We do not consider that the Buckinghamshire Authorities have appropriately co-operated on strategic priorities,
especially with regard to employment needs, and have subsequently failed to ensure that such priorities are 'properly
co-ordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans'.1
Therefore, we suggest that AVDC and WDC review the position being adopted prior to the submission of the respective
Local Plans to the Secretary of State to ensure that both plans fully reflect 'an economic vision and strategy for their
extra which positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic growth'1
As such, as currently drafted, the emerging Wycombe and Aylesbury Local Plans would not result in a final position
'where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels
of development' as required under paragraph 181 of the Framework and fail to meet the tests of soundness with regard
to employment needs under paragraph 182 of the Framework.

Summary:

There is clear lack of substance to justify Aylesbury Vale District meeting the purported 'unmet needs' of the southern
Buckinghamshire authorities with respect to employment land provision. More specifically it is evident that AVDC is
unlikely to meet the B8 requirements of the FEMA on account of its poor strategic connectivity and with explicit
reference to the District being unlikely to meet warehousing requirements over the plan period. The portfolio of sites
available are limited and as set out in the Turley representation for SEGRO Plc, are unlikely to be deliverable. The site
selection and sustainability appraisal process is flawed.

Change to Plan

Please see supporting written representations

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Burden, Tim 29945 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 2 a - Westhorpe Farm - DFD August 2016 Final low.res.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 24 - Wycombe reps re SA 19082016 (4).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 20 - Polict RT 19.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 2 b- SEGR3001 Vision Document_Submission.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 4 - HELAA.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 5 - Commercial Report Extracts (2016).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 25 - Proposed Allocation Plan.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 19 - DNLP-2654-Natural-England.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 17 - Part 2 - High Level Landscape and Visual Analysis of Allocated Employment
Sites.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 9 - Buckinghamshire-duty-to-cooperate-memorandum-of-understanding.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3957
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 16 - Part 1 - High Level Landscape Analysis of Westhorpe Farm site.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3960
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 12 - 171122 Technical Note Marlow - Transport final.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3961
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 8 - OT200-005-054.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 7 - Wycombe Submission Local Plan_ Review of Employment Land Position24.11.17.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 1 - Bucks Free Press Article - Westhorpe Interchange junction.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 6 - Final Representations to the draft Local Plan WDC - Westhorpe Park (inc
appendices).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 3 - JLLR3001_Baseline LVIA Figures 1.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 15 - 4300-sk-21-2 Google 2 (5).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 22 - MoU_Wycombe_DC__and_CDCSBDC_draft_August_2017.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945, SEGRO PLC Representations to AVDC Local Plan - Final.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Burden, Tim 29945 Representations to the Submission Version of the Wycombe Local Plan 2711 - FINAL.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 14 - Technical Note 2 - Desk Top Review - Air Park Site.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 23 - 7639.Country Park.Rep.vf.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 10 - Extracts AVDC Submission Plan.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 21 - Wycombe-Local-Plan-Duty-to-Cooperate-Draft-Report-September-2017.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 11 - Market Report - Westhorpe Farm Little Marlow - 21.11.17 (3).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 18 - Land at Westhorpe Farm LVIA (baseline).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 15 - 4300-sk-21-1 (2).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 13 - Wycombe Air Park - ACP Consultation Document FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: GRE Assets [32260]

Agent:

Full Text:

Lichfields (Mr. Myles Smith) [32261]

On behalf of our client, GRE Assets please find below their representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, available for comment until the 14th December 2017. The
representations have been prepared by Lichfields.
The representations take the form of a report which encompasses our clients response to specific policies contained
within the plan, and includes the requisite forms.

Summary:

The HEDNA Update contains a number of fundamental flaws which mean it does not form a sound robust evidence
base suitable for underpinning the VALP. In particular, its justifications for amending the official population figures
which result in a significant downward adjustment are not based on established sources of robust evidence and are
contrary to a range of guidance and methodology documents published by ONS itself. An appropriate and robust
assessment in line with the PPG suggest the demographic-led need figure should be 1,137 dpa.
The HEDNA Update has also failed to demonstrate that a 10% uplift could improve affordability.

Change to Plan

The housing requirement should be increased to 26,000 dwellings or 34,000 when including unmet need.
The Council should undertake an assessment of a third scenario for Aston Clinton as a reasonable alternative in the
SA.
The trajectory, set out in the HLSSD, should reflect realistic assumptions on the lead-in times and build out rates for
strategic level allocations.
On the basis of the significant uplift in housing need, additional sites will be required.
The Plan should be modified to include Land north of Aylesbury Road/South of the A41 as an allocation for
development.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Smith, Myles, 32261, GRE Assets 13221 GRE Assets Aylesbury Vale VALP Representations Final Version 1412-17.PDF

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

West Waddy ADP (Mr. Ashley Maltman) [32245]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, FCC Environment, please find attached the completed representations form, and written
consultation statement with attached location plan, in regard to the Regulation 19 Consultation on the emerging Local
Plan.

Summary:

Our client, FCC, has significant concerns that the VALP, in its current form, is not positively prepared insofar as Policy
S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth) fails to set out a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively assessed development
and infrastructure need over the plan period. The failure to set out a positively prepared strategy for meeting the
objectively assessed development and infrastructure needs of the District will have a detrimental impact upon the local
and wider economy. The delivery of homes and infrastructure cannot be viewed in isolation. My client's site NLV029
assessed in the HELAA should be allocated.

Change to Plan

The VALP should be revised, particularly in relation of Policy S2, so that it positively prepares for meeting the
objectively assessed development and infrastructure needs, which need to incorporate:
* Government's changed methodology for calculating housing need which is due to be incorporated in the NPPF in
2018;
* Major infrastructure schemes such as Oxford to Cambridge Expressway and East West Rail;
Meeting this need should be achieved during the plan period.
Our client's site at land east of Bletchley Road, to the south of Milton Keynes, is deliverable and has the ability to
contribute positively towards meeting the future housing needs of both Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
FCC Environment 32265, West Waddy ADP RFP995_06_2017_12_14_(V3).pdf
FCC Environment 32265, West Waddy ADP Response Form.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Vanderbilt Strategic [32272]

Agent:

Wessex Environmental Planning (Andrew Blackwell)
[32174]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a letter of representation made on behalf of Vanderbilt Strategic plus requisite form and in respect
of policies affecting Aston Clinton.

Summary:

The SA has not looked at Aston Clinton fairly. The evidence base does not point to a finite environmental, school or
other infrastructure capacity for Aston Clinton having been reached. Policy S 2 plus supporting tables and text
references should therefore be amended to allow a further allocation at Aston Clinton and with the suggestion of 89
homes on land adjacent to College Road South.

Change to Plan

See letter of representation attached and changes proposed for policy S2 and accompanying Table 2

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Blackwell, Andrew 32174 (Vanderbilt) letter of representation VALP_Redacted.pdf
Blackwell, Andrew 32174 (Vanderbilt) completed response form pdf.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: The Fingask Association [32275]

Agent:

Full Text:

Rural Solutions (Ms Kate Girling) [32276]

Please find attached representations prepared by Rural Solutions Ltd, on behalf of The Fingask Association.
The Fingask Association control and manage the site known as 'Land north of Avenue Road' in Maids Moreton.
The following documents comprise our representations:
Representations report prepared by Rural Solutions;
Appendix 1 - Comparative sites review of potential landscape, visual and ecological issues assessment (Anthony
Jellard Associates);
Appendix 2 - Suitability of land north of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton (Ref:MMO001) (Rural Solutions);
Appendix 3 - Heritage Statement (Graham Frecknall Architecture and Design);
Appendix 4 - Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey inc. Hedgerow Survey (John Campion Associates Ltd); and
Appendix 5 - Landscape and Visual Assessment (Anthony Jellard Associates).

Summary:

council should consider allocating more sites to ensure that the increased housing need can be met, in light of changes
to the methodology for calculating objectively assessed housing needs.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc APPENDICES 1-5.pdf
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc 17.12.13.REPO.KG FINAL (amended 02.01.18).pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: September Properties [32277]

Agent:

DLP Planning Limited (Ed Norris) [32278]

Full Text:

Please find attached representation on behalf of our client (September Properties) as part of the Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan: Proposed Submission Consultation

Summary:

on the overall strategy for housing and the soundness of the VALP. It highlights the view that the VALP fails to give
adequate regard to the housing market areas and unmet need that is identified in this area as well as the surrounding
areas. The VALP has not allocated an adequate level of growth to allow it to meet the unmet need that it will need to
accommodate from surrounding districts, as well as its own housing requirement. As such, additional sites must be
allocated to this area of the VALP to ensure that local and strategic needs are met.

Change to Plan

Changes need to be made to the housing provision of the Plan in order to be found sound. Further housing allocations
should be made in sustainable location that are able to accommodate growth. Please see the representation attached
for details.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Norris, Ed 32278 (SP) BU508.1 Land East of Fenny Road Response form for Rep.pdf
Norris, Ed 32278 (SP) BU508.1 - Reg 19 VALP Rep Dec 17 - September Properties FINAL merged.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Berryfields Consortium [32285]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills (on behalf of Berryfields Developers) (Mr
Matthew Dawber) [29265]

Representations Regarding the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission Version on Behalf of the Berryfields
Consortium
Savills is instructed by the Berryfields Consortium (the Consortium) to submit representations to the current
consultation concerning the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (VALP) published in November
2017.
The Consortium has submitted representations to previous stages of the Local Plan development process. The latest of
these was with regard to the Vale of Aylesbury Draft Consultation document and dated 5 September 2016. These
representations generally concerned making improvements to the plan and promoting further residential development
at Berryfields.
Now that the Plan has reached the Regulation 19 stage, representations are focused on the soundness of the VALP in
the context of paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). For clarity, this paragraph requires
that Plans are:
* Positively prepared;
* Justified;
* Effective; and
* Consistent with national policy.
Employment Needs, Apportionments and Spatial Approach
The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment Update 2016 (HEDNA) Addendum
Report September 2017 reports that while Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe have a shortfall in employment land,
Aylesbury Vale has a significant surplus. This surplus is specifically stated to be owing to
unimplemented planning permissions and is across all B-use classes. The VALPPS proposes that Aylesbury Vale uses
its surplus of employment land to make up the shortfall inherent within the southern Districts so that the overall need for
employment is met at the Bucks Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) level. This approach is acceptable in terms
of the provision of housing across a Housing Market Area, as there are fewer locational and site specific requirements
that for employment. However, the land area and location required for different B-use classes varies greatly.
The development of employment allocations is highly dependent on the suitability of the location. For example B8 uses
are typically highly dependent on close proximity to major road infrastructure. In the case of the Bucks FEMA this
comprises the M40 and, to a lesser extent, the M25. Using the specific example of Berryfields, Aylesbury is located
some distance from the M40 in comparison to High Wycombe and
Beaconsfield in Wycombe and South Bucks respectively. Therefore, this would be deemed as less attractive for many
B-uses which are dependent on frequent deliveries by road. Indeed, despite being granted outline planning consent in
2007, there has been limited up take of areas of Berryfields designated for employment uses. Those areas that are
currently in employment generating use
are limited to A class retail uses, gather than B class uses. These retail uses are less location dependant as long as
they are located close to a potential market. The lack of uptake in the last decade confirms the lack of market interest
in this part of the Bucks FEMA and Berryfields specifically for the scale of B-use class
employment proposed as a result of the reapportionment of need.
Employment Allocations within Berryfields
The Consortium supports the principle of continuing the allocation of Berryfields as part of the VALPPS in Policy DAGT5.
However, the allocation does not include any reference to residential development, despite there still being circa 1,180
homes left to build according to paragraph 4.83 of the VALPPS. In order to ensure completeness
and therefore that the policy is effective, reference should be made to the remaining residential development
As previously stated, 9 hectares of employment land have been the subject of outline planning consent for 10 years,
without significant interest for development for B-use classes. Some employment generating uses have been provided
on the site, including a A3 restaurant, however, this is someway short of the significant
levels of employment envisioned when the planning application was consented and which underpins policy D-AGT5.
Given the above, it is clear that the reaffirmation of the levels of employment consented as part of the outline scheme
as part of the Local Plan is not justified by evidence within the HEDNA nor would it deliver an effective delivery strategy
given that it is unlikely to deliver employment development. Furthermore, the
allocation of land, which has not attracted sufficient levels of market interest in the last decade, to come forward is
against paragraph 22 of the NPPF. This is because past trends suggest that the site is unlikely to come forward to the
extent proposed. This policy is therefore not in accordance with national policy.
Summary and Proposed Solutions
The reapportionment of employment need from Wycombe, South Buck and Chiltern to Aylesbury Vale is not
appropriate given the location and site specific requirements for employment land. Indeed, using the specific example
of Berryfields, no B use class development has been delivered in 10 years since outline consent was granted.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Employment generating uses are confined to those within the A use classes.
Given the lack of proximity to the M40 of much of Aylesbury Vale, and specifically Berryfields, does not meet the same
criteria as locations in South Buck and Wycombe which benefit from close proximity to the M40 and M25. Therefore, it
is likely that much of the employment need identified for South Bucks and Wycombe is
reliant on these links and is therefore not transferable to locations such as Berryfields and much of the rest of
Aylesbury Vale District. As such the Council's wider strategy for the apportionment of employment land is not justified.
The spatial allocation of employment at levels of need well above that of Aylesbury District itself will not be an effective
way of meeting requirements over the FEMA. This is owing to the levels of employment land proposed being unlikely to
be developed on sites such as Berryfields during the Plan Period. The policy also
does not accord with paragraph 22 of the NPPF and therefore the policy is in conflict with national policy.
For these reasons the proposed apportionment of employment land and the policies related to it are unsound. In order
to resolve this, the significant surplus of employment land that exists in Aylesbury should be reduced to be reflective of
the actual need as outlined within the HEDNA. As a result of this, surplus employment
allocations should be excluded from the Plan and the potential for their use for other purposes be investigated so that
they are used to best meet the objectives of the Local Plan. Specifically, Policy D-AGT5 should be amended to lower
the amount of employment allocated to a more reasonable level, with residential
development taking its place to increase the supply of housing in a location in keeping with the spatial strategy.
If you have any comments on the above please contact Matthew Dawber at the above address.
Summary:

The reapportionment of employment need from Wycombe, South Buck and Chiltern to Aylesbury Vale is not
appropriate given the location and site specific requirements for employment land. E.g at Berryfields, no B use class
development has been delivered in 10 years since outline consent
Given the lack of proximity to the M40 of much of Aylesbury Vale does not meet
the same criteria as locations in South Buck and Wycombe
The spatial allocation of employment at levels of need well above that of Aylesbury District itself will not be an effective
way of meeting requirements over the FEMA. its doesnt accord with Para 22 of NPPF.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Dawber, Matt 29265 (BC) L 171214 MD Berryfields VALP Submission Version Reps_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

Concern over the level of housing growth, both in the OAN and the unmet needs. A housing need technical review
document is at appendix 1 which highlights flaws in the HEDNA. This document shows the OAN at 30,350 for
Aylesbury Vale and 60,600-62,200 across the HMA.
Unmet needs from Luton - their inspector said 400 dwellings should be in AV.
Emerging standardised methodology shows 1,499 for AV. AV is not a constrained authority.
Concern over the distribution of growth, it doesn't respect the capacity of certain settlements. Query the realism of
delivery in Aylesbury. There should be more growth at Haddenham.
Need for a new settlement remains and shouldn't be delegated to a review of VALP. Haddenham could facilitate
greater amounts of growth.
Promotes alternative site at Haddenham HAD002, has little confidence in HELAA as the boundaries for this site havent
been amended after requesting it.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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1109

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Inland Homes and Western Mead Farms Ltd
[32288]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (D Veasey) [29594]

On behalf of Inland Homes and Western Mead Farms Ltd please see attached our supporting report relating to Policy
S2.
Overview of this report is:
This outlines that concerns about the HEDNA, namely that the HEDNA, contrary to national policy (NPPF) and
guidance (the Planning Practice Guidance ("PPG") fails to:
(a) Provide local evidence justifying the downward adjustments applied to the official household projection demographic
starting point housing figure for Aylesbury Vale and the wider HMA;
(b) Properly support job creation and economic growth;
(c) Properly respond to worsening market signals; and
(d) Robustly assess affordable housing need within Aylesbury and the wider HMA.
4. Overall, our analysis concludes that the HEDNA under assesses the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale and the wider HMA
authorities. Whilst we welcome Aylesbury Vale District Council's ("AVDC") commitment within Policy S2 to help meet
unmet needs within the Buckinghamshire functional housing market area ("HMA"), in accordance with national policy
and guidance, the Council must firstly meet its own FOAN before seeking to help meet unmet needs within the wider
HMA. Consequently, Policy S2 therefore fails all of the NPPF paragraph 182 soundness tests.
It concludes that the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale should be 27,273 which is 1,364dpa.

Summary:

The evidence base underpinning the Policy S2 housing figure fundamentally under assesses FOAN for Aylesbury Vale
and the wider HMA. As set out in detail within our supporting report, consequently, Policy S2 fails all of the NPPF
paragraph 182 soundness tests. Our recommended approach to rectify the soundness failings are set out within
paragraph 86 of our supporting report.

Change to Plan

Please see attached representations.
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Veasey, D 29594 (IH&WMF)
Inland_Homes_Western_Mead_Farms_Ltd_Representations_Policy_S2_Supporting_Report.pdf
Veasey, D 29594 (IH&WMF)Inland_Homes_Western_Mead_Farms_Ltd_Policy S2_Representations_Form.pdf
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern
Manufacturing Ltd [32289]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern Manufacturing Ltd and their interests in
land west of AVDLP allocation BU.1 (BUC043), Moreton Road, Buckingham please find attached our representation.
This comments on policies S2, D2, B-BUC043, H1, H5, H6 and BE2.

Summary:

Objects to S2, concerned the housing target is not sufficiently ambitious or positively prepared with regard to future
need (Governments OAN methodology and the 2015 HEDNA mentioned). Spatial strategy is crucial to achieving the
delivery rates required. Pleased percentage approach isn't used now but consider there is a over reliance on large
strategic sites. This can be addressed by further allocation of sites at across the other strategic settlements, with more
at larger and medium villages. These could be reserve sites to future proof the plan.
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Trustees of FJ Wallis [32301]

Agent:

Kirkby Diamond (on behalf of Trustees of FJ Wallis)
(Chris Green) [29566]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of the Trustees of FJ Wallis.

Summary:

the combined effect of Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth' and Policy D4 'Housing at Other
Settlements' is to treat Stoke Hammond (and other such settlements) as 'open countryside'. It places an
unnecessarily restrictive approach on new development: not only must there be exceptional circumstances
where allocated sites are not coming forward at a sufficient rate; but even in such circumstances, proposals
may only be for either affordable housing, or small infilling.

Change to Plan

Please refer to attached correspondence.
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

The note explains that the HEDNA Update contains a number of fundamental flaws which mean that
it does not form a sound, robust evidence base suitable for underpinning the emerging VALP.

Change to Plan

considered that the Council's OAHN should be increased to c. 1,300 dpa. This equates to a revised
target of 26,000 new homes over the Plan period 2013 to 2033 to meet the needs of AVDC. Based on
the HEDNA Update's OAHN figures for the rest of the Bucks authorities, the unmet need would add a
further 8,000 dwellings - giving a total figure of 34,000 dwellings for AVDC. However, in the event
that the HEDNA Update was found to not form a robust assessment of housing need, the OAHN for
Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks would also need to be reassessed (for example due to an
insufficient uplift for market signals). Given the capacity constraints of these authorities, any increase
to the OAHN is likely to be met within AVDC. As such, it is considered that a housing target of 34,000
dwellings should be regarded as a minimum.
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Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Inspire Villages Group [32311]

Agent:

Full Text:

BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
Boughton) [32061]

This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.
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Attachments:
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) ECV Jones Lang LaSalle-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) MORE CHOICE GREATER VOICE.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
Report_sp.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) 2017 JLL_Retirement_Living.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP submit Reg 19 statementas_Redacted.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf
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Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

it is clear that the figures outlined in proposed Policy S2 should be expressed
as a 'minimum', with the policy being reworded to include the wording "at least". This is
to ensure that the Plan is flexible enough to be able to respond to changing needs over
the plan period. This adjustment will assist in ensuring the Proposed Submission Local
Plan accords with the requirements of the NPPF which direct Local Planning Authorities
to "boost significantly" the supply of housing and to plan positively at paragraph 47 and
157 respectively.

Change to Plan
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Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Landseer Properties Ltd [32318]

Agent:

BB Architecture and Planning (Dan Stiff) [32317]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENTS

Summary:

We consider the specific strategic policies and delivery policies; and the approach to distribution
through the HELAA and settlement hierarchy are intrinsically flawed and therefore not sound or
Framework compliant.
Overall the housing policies proposed seek to restrict the significant boost in housing required by
Framework para. 47, and seemingly offer no room for manoeuvre for new development, particularly
in the rural areas that is over and above the commitments and allocations of housing proposed in the
plan.

Change to Plan

See attached Representation Document.
Significant deletions, changes and new policy wording to policies:
S2: Spatial Strategy for Growth
S3: Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development
D2: Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages
and medium villages.
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Stiff, Dan 32317 (LPL) ID32117 Landseer Properties Ltd VALP Representation.pdf
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Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Taylor Wimpey South Midlands [32254]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Taylor Wimpey South Midlands in relation to interests in land South of Weston Road, Great
Horwood please find attached our representations to the VALP. This includes comments on S2, D2, Delivering the
allocated sites at Medium Villages, H1 and BE2

Summary:

Objects to S2, concerned the housing target is not sufficiently ambitious or positively prepared with regard to future
need (Governments OAN methodology and the 2015 HEDNA mentioned). Spatial strategy is crucial to achieving the
delivery rates required. Pleased percentage approach isn't used now but consider there is a over reliance on large
strategic sites. This can be addressed by further allocation of sites at across the other strategic settlements, with more
at larger and medium villages. These could be reserve sites to future proof the plan. This should include allocation of
sites like our clients (GHW013) which could be delivered within 5 years. This would be a positive response to the
housing delivery test. It would be prudent for a contingency of 10-15% (2,740-4,110 homes) of the total housing
requirement to be added to the supply in additional allocated sites or reserve sites, rather than the 5.2%.
Target figures should be a expressed as a minimum.
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3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Mr Malcom Brown [32322]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Stoke Hammond - New Build House Planning
I would appreciate your response to this letter, which demonstrates my exasperation to the thoughtless planning that is
continuing to destroy, what used to be a delightful, good to live in, village.
The number of houses (2/3 years ago) prior to the current wave of mass building, comprised of 324 dwellings.
Currently, including near finished properties, the figure has grown exponentially, as shown below:
Brook Farm Close
48 properties
Meadow Brook
13 properties
Hightown (nr. Shop) 14 properties
Brook Fields
13 properties
Total
88 properties
In the pipeline is a further increase planned, comprising of:
Site of the Dolphin Pub - 9 properties
Behind Tyrrells Manor
- 74 properties
Potential others (est.)
- 34 properties
Total
- 117 properties
As the pre-current development consisted of 324 houses and the latest, plus planned build consists of 205 houses; this
amounts to an increase of 63%. For a small village this increase is totally unacceptable, and goes beyond a yardstick
that was put in place several years ago, about planning limits. To compare, I fail to see anywhere near this increase for
other villages in the locality and to quote one: Soulbury, has only two new houses.
I believe, from reading our local SH News, that we don't have a Neighbourhood Plan (NP). I ask the question why,
particularly as this is meant to protect us from over development. Is this part of the reason why we are so totally
exposed to planners and developers running roughshod all over us?
I would also like to ask the recurring question, why not more brown field site developments to meet the so-called
housing shortage (I know of a least two in Aylesbury)? Cost of course would be the answer, but developers and
builders should be forced to process these first in preference to green field.
While on the subject of Stoke Hammond planning, or the lack of it, why are builders allowed to cram houses into a site
without providing trees or amenity areas in our village? Reduced now is the diversity of plant life, fauna and birds This
wasn't the case a few years ago, and when our house was built the builders had to comply with that ruling. Also, there
was a building line, which allowed a reasonable space between a building and the road, this ruling has also been
flouted and the new Bellway houses not only butt up to the road, but look very unattractive and don't fit in with the rest
of the village. Is this a case a large public listed company being allowed to sway in whatever direction they chose rather
than anybody else?
Modern planning seems to be allowed to continue its ugly march without providing amenities to go with it. Soon, we will
be losing our one and only pub, which is a great pity as it is a meeting place, sited at the hub of the village. Also, the
schools in the area are already full to capacity and there are no signs of new doctor surgeries, dentists or other
community needs, that this increase demands.
I observed recently, the large Broughton development on the outskirts of Aylesbury and noted that they provided
amenity areas, planted trees and provided adequate spacing between houses, and thought that this is proper country
development within an urban area. Why then do we have, what could be interpreted as, urban development within a
countryside area?
With the amount of building being effected now in Stoke Hammond, construction worker, plant and distribution vehicles
is causing much disruption. One of the builders has a sign by the access gate which reads, "All construction workers
and visitors must park on site", this seems to generally be ignored and the local shop (near to one of the sites) has had
problems with access and parking for his customers.
There seems to be some ludicrous decisions on new road planning, in particular, access to the Hightown development,
where the road is perceived to lead onto the Newton Longville just by the fork leading off from the main Fenny Stratford
road. This could be a potential black spot due to impede sighting and the speed that cars travel onto that road.
My overall concerns are for the future, when we have lost the value of our villages and countryside what have we left?
We will become like certain parts of the Netherlands where one town or village merges into the next - one big massive
sprawl. Unless something is done now, this dark cloud of undisciplined planning will destroy our countryside for ever.
Should I need to chase you for the courtesy of a reply, please don't fob me off by using the old excuse that my letter
has been mislaid.
Finally, you will note, that as this has become such an important issue to a large number of longer serving village
dwellers, that I have copied in our local MP, the right honourable John Bercow, at this early stage.
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Summary:

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

opposed to development in stoke hammond
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Gallagher Estates Ltd [32326]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Michael Knott) [29503]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Gallagher Estates Ltd., please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Proposed Submission.

Summary:

2.7 Barton Willmore has undertaken a
Housing Needs Technical Review for the
Buckinghamshire HMA. A copy of this
report is submitted in support of these
representations. In summary, the Technical
Review concludes that:
* The FOAHN for Aylesbury Vale
District is 1,520 dpa (30,350 homes
2013-2033)
* The FOAHN for the Buckinghamshire
HMA (including Aylesbury Vale
District) is 3,030 - 3,100 dpa (62,200
homes 2013-2033)

Change to Plan

The VALP as currently drafted will result
is a shortfall of at least 10,950 in planning
for the housing needs of Aylesbury Vale
District. We therefore conclude that the
amount of housing development proposed
in Policy S2 is unsound and constitutes in
a fundamental flaw in the VALP taken as a
whole.
2.11 In order to resolve this, Policy S2
should be modified to address the
substantially higher level of housing
need for Aylesbury Vale District and
any increased unmet housing need that
could arise through the increased FOAHN
elsewhere within the Buckinghamshire
HMA.
2.15 We recommend therefore than Policy
S2 be modified to increase the allocation
of new housing to include approximately
1,200 dwellings allocated to land adjoining
Milton Keynes at Eaton Leys.
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Attachments:
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 28225 A5 DM 171212 Bucks HMA OAHN Review_Final_v2.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 Eaton leys Vision doc g.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 VALP PROPOSED SUBMISSION DRAFT DECEMBER 2017 Response
form - Completed.pdf
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

We note that the policy references the implementation of a Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) Charging Schedule to secure infrastructure obligations from developments.
Preparation of the Charging Schedule should be undertaken alongside the VALP as the two documents will directly
influence the deliverability and sustainability of one-another.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4

Whilst it is appreciated that the CIL Charging Schedule will be assessed through
Examination, the Council cannot guarantee that CIL will deliver the infrastructure required without impacting the viability
of delivering the VALP.
Change to Plan
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The provision for employment seems low given the amount of housing proposed. A table should be included which
details all existing and proposed employment areas and size of each. Retail is mentioned within the policy but not in the
supporting text. A far greater allocation should be made in the greater Aylesbury area as that is where most of the need
is and is where there are better transport connections. The villages surrounding Aylesbury clearly operate as part of
Aylesbury even though there are small gaps between them and Aylesbury.
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

We are generally concerned about the quantum of development proposed in the district, which will inevitably impact on
wildlife even if the most ecologically-rich areas are avoided. If development on the proposed scale has to happen we
consider it essential that it is not only located in places where it causes least environmental impacts but is also of a
layout and design that allows for green infrastructure and biodiversity to be integrated into the development creating
diverse and sustainable environments.
We have not been able to find information that suggests that development capacity of individual sites has been
determined and tested by masterplanning. We are concerned that housing numbers might not be informed by
necessary masterplanning and as a result might not allow for sufficient space for green infrastructure in form of
gardens, open spaces, compensatory habitat creation, street tree planting etc within the developments. There is a risk
that dwelling numbers in the Local Plan will be seen not as a potential maximum that is subject to a number of criteria
but as a given number and as such care needs to be taken that housing numbers are not overestimated.
Related to this we could not find any information that suggests that the allocations have been informed by baseline
ecological surveys. We welcome that allocations largely avoid direct effects on designated sites but sites might still
comprise nature conservation interest in the form of semi-natural habitats and protected and priority species that need
to be taken into account.
Para. 158 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to base local plan policies ... on adequate, up-to-date and
relevant evidence ... As such surveys are required to inform judgements on suitability and capacity. The potential lack
of ecological surveys would be in conflict with the NPPF and could potentially result in allocations being found unsound.
There is also considerable discrepancy between the way biodiversity is dealt with between different site allocations. For
example, some site allocations include the phrase:
"d. An ecological management plan shall be submitted to the Council and approved as part of a planning application
setting out the biodiversity value on the site and a mitigation strategy with the aim of the scheme delivering a net
biodiversity gain for the loss of any value on the site"
Whilst we welcome such a phrase we cannot in many cases see why it has been applied to the sites in question and
not to others, as in some cases there are other sites that appear of greater existing ecological value where such a
statement or equivalent has not been made. We consider that such a phrase should apply to virtually all of the site
allocations.
We are aware that some of the larger site allocations are already the subject of applications which have carried out
ecological surveys. There are several other sites where aerial photographic assessment suggest that there are habitats
covering the vast majority of the site that appears of significant value to wildlife and where the number of homes
suggested may not be deliverable. Ecological survey is needed to identify if the habitats present include priority habitat,
on which development should be avoided, or semi-natural habitats of slightly lesser value but which nevertheless will
need substantial habitat creation in order to compensate for their loss. These sites include the following but with only
limited time to assess the sites there are likely to be others:
D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033 - includes a site (a Biological Notification Site: Old Quarry, Winslow) which is locally
protected for biodiversity.
D-EDL003 Land adjacent to Good Intent - semi-improved grassland or better, and scrub/woodland
D-STO0008 Land south of Creslow Way - semi-improved grassland or better, and scrub.
D-WAD006 Allotment site - semi-improved grassland or better, and scrub/trees
D-CDN001 Dadbrook Farm - semi-improved grassland or better, and scrub or trees
D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields - semi-improved grassland or better, possibly ridge and furrow grassland, and
hedgerows/scrub.
D-MGB003 Leopold Farm - semi-improved grassland or better.
D-HAL003 RAF Halton - see separate part of response

Summary:

We are generally concerned about the quantum of development proposed, which will inevitably impact on wildlife even
if the most ecologically-rich areas are avoided.
We are concerned that housing numbers might not be informed by necessary masterplanning and as a result might not
allow for sufficient space for green infrastructure.
Related to this we could not find any information that suggests that the allocations have been informed by baseline
ecological surveys.
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There is also considerable discrepancy between the way biodiversity is dealt with between different site allocations.
List of sites provided which appear to have areas of significant wildlife value.
Change to Plan

1. We consider that the phrase: "An ecological management plan shall be submitted to the Council and approved as
part of a planning application setting out the biodiversity value on the site and a mitigation strategy with the aim of the
scheme delivering a net biodiversity gain for the loss of any value on the site" should be applied to the vast majority of
the sites. Which sites can only be determined following ecological survey. Whilst we welcome the phrase we are
greatly concerned that its use on only a few sites will suggest that for the other sites such provision is not necessary,
which is not in keeping with the requirements of the NPPF.
2. That there are numerous sites where we are not aware that sufficient ecological surveys have been carried out to
determine if the site is deliverable and which should only be provisionally allocated pending ecological survey to assess
if the site is deliverable at all or if the numbers suggested are deliverable on the site whilst retaining sufficient green
space to ensure compensation for ecological impacts. We are aware that some of the site allocations are already the
subject of applications which have carried out ecological surveys. However for the vast majority if the site allocations
we are not aware of any such surveys. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this matter further and to receive
reassurance that any allocation and the numbers of homes allocated to a site will be finalised in a masterplanning
process subsequent to ecological survey.
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Respondent: Thakeham (Ms Judith Onuh) [32211]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Aylesbury Vale Local Plan (2013-2033) - Regulation 19 Representation
Thakeham Homes Ltd are submitting representations in relation to the Proposed Submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (2013 - 2033). Thakeham are a house builder based in Sussex, with a proven track record of
delivering high quality, sustainable schemes. We wish for the following comments to be taken into account during
Examination.
We are pleased with the progress the Council have made in its Duty to Co-operate with neighbouring authorities,
namely Chiltern/ South Bucks District Council and Wycombe District Council (WDC). However, no consideration
appears to have been made in respect of the housing needs in the London Boroughs or the impacts of other major
schemes such as the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway and the expansion of Heathrow. Furthermore, recent
consultations1 show the Government's intention of increasing housing supply both in London and Nationally, and
therefore it is our view that WDC should consider bolstering its housing delivery to help contribute to the Government's
ambitious.
Duty to Cooperate (DtC)
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) duty to cooperate requires that LPA demonstrate evidence of having
effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts, including the delivery of housing development to
meet the full Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) of the area.
"Local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues
with cross-boundary impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for examination. This could be by way of plans or
policies prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of understanding or a jointly prepared strategy which is
presented as evidence of an agreed position. Cooperation should be a continuous process of engagement from initial
thinking through to implementation, resulting in a final position where plans are in place to provide the land and
infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels of development."
NPPF 2012, Paragraph 181
"The NPPF requires Local Plans to seek to deliver "the unmet requirements of neighbouring authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development"
NPPF 2012, Paragraph 43
Whilst we welcome AVDC recognition of its shared responsibility of meeting unmet housing need within the HMA, we
are concerned that this is based upon a flawed Housing Economic Development Assessment (HEDNA) that seeks to
significantly reduce housing need within the HMA. We are particularly concerned that the latest HEDNA report has
reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC and subsequently its objectively assessed housing need (OAHN),
which has provided a greater opportunity for the needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met.
It is crucial that the Council provides clear justification as to the reason for the significant reduction in the demographic
starting point. The methodology is not clear and raises significant questions over the robustness of the housing need
figures provided in the HMA. We do not consider the housing figures within the HEDNA to be significantly justified, as
the reduction in the overall housing need of the AVDC has allowed the District to be able to accommodate WDC and
Chiltern/ South Bucks unmet housing need. Should the Council fail to provide adequate justification as to the reason
why a lower demographic starting point was used in the HEDNA assessment, this has serious implications on the
progression of the AVDC local plan to accommodate sufficient unmet need for the remainder of the HMA.
Standard Methodology
The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) published its consultation on the new methodology
for calculating Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN) on the 14Th September 2017, with a clear mandate of delivering
approximately 266,000 homes per annum across the country.
The indicative figure provided for AVDC is approximately 1,499 dpa between 2016 - 2026. A significant increase from
the current housing need assessment of 965 units per annum. As such, it is our assessment that a significant uplift to
the proposed housing numbers within the emerging Local Plan will be required to ensure that the needs of the district
are fully met if the Local Plan is submitted to the Secretary of State later than March 2018.
Whilst AVDC's current timetable schedules submission of the Local Plan in January 2018. Paragraph 3.15 of the Local
Plan anticipates the need for an early review of the Local Plan to ensure that newly emerging issues such as, the
standard methodology, the expansion of Heathrow and the London Plan are fully accounted for. As such, it is essential
that the Council commit to an early review to ensure that the District's housing need can be met over the long term.
It is essential that the Local Plan acknowledges the Government's ambitions to significantly boost the supply of housing
and seek to deliver the full housing requirement of the district to comply with national policy, particularly paragraph 47
of the NPPF.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries or require any further information.
Yours Faithfully,
Damian Sullivan
Planning Manager

Summary:

It is essential that the Local Plan acknowledges the Government's ambitions to significantly boost the supply of housing
and seek to deliver the full housing requirement of the district to comply with national policy, particularly paragraph 47
of the NPPF.
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Respondent: High Barrow Holdings (Mr. Ikram Haq) [32253]

Agent:

Ingleton Wood LLP (Rebecca Howard) [32408]

Full Text:

Refer to attached response.

Summary:

The preferred strategy is not considered to distribute growth across the entire district thus starving communities of the
opportunities to grow and provide the infrastructure and facilities needed. The Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP,
states that a more dispersed approach was examined. This approach was not considered a 'reasonable alternative'
given it would require 'further detailed work'. No further
detail is provided within the SA of such work. It is therefore questioned whether such work has been carried out. If this
reasonable alternative has indeed not been properly considered, then the VALP is considered to fail this test of
soundness.
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Haq, Ikram 32253, High Barrow Holdings.pdf
Haq, Ikram 32253, High Barrow Holdings Guidance note and response form - Email and Postal.pdf
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Full Text:

Refer to attached response.

Summary:

1370 dwellings per year is unrealistic. It would need a step change
in approach that is not evidenced in the Local Plan. VALP fails to consider such involvement basing its delivery rate on
aspirational targets rather than sound evidence and as such the Local Plan does not realistically demonstrate that it is
deliverable. 16,398 houses within Aylesbury will be challenging in terms of whether the market can supply such
demand. An alternative strategy is required.
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Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]
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Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy S2
'Spatial Strategy for Growth'
1. Policy S2 of the Local Plan identifies that in the period to 2033, the Council proposes to make provision for a total of
27,400 new homes, comprised of 19,400 homes to meet the needs of Aylesbury Vale District, 2,250 homes to meet the
needs of Wycombe District and 5,750 homes to meet the needs of Chiltern / South Bucks Districts. It then moves on to
clarify the spatial strategy for the District, which focusses development at the strategic settlements (criteria a-e), most
notably Aylesbury town.
2. We support the clarity provided by Policy S2 in terms of the proposed spatial distribution of development within the
district and specifically, the statement that the primary focus of development will be Aylesbury town. Having regard to
the Council's identified settlement hierarchy, and the fact that Aylesbury is the largest and most sustainable town in the
District, this is wholly appropriate.
3. However, we object to the expression of the housing requirement for the district, and at Aylesbury (16,398 new
homes) as a fixed figure or ceiling. This approach is not consistent with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development as set out in the NPPF, or Policy S1 of the Local Plan, or the requirement to 'boost significantly' the
supply of housing set out at paragraph 47 of the NPPF.
Land to the West of HS2
4. In the event that the Inspector finds that the FOAN for the District is, as some other parties suggest, materially
higher than that identified in the HEDNA and the Local Plan, such that additional land is required for housing, we would
like to confirm that additional land to the west of the strategic allocation at South West Aylesbury, to the west of HS2,
available for development (as shown indicatively on the Development Plan at (Appendix 1).
5. This additional land comprises approximately 140ha. It is located at Aylesbury (the largest settlement in the District)
and benefits from the majority of the sustainability benefits that apply to the Council's allocation at South West
Aylesbury. In accordance with the Garden Town principles, around 50% of the land could be given over to green
infrastructure and the site could realistically accommodate approximately 1,600 units. It would be able to rely upon
much of the infrastructure being delivered by the allocation at South West Aylesbury, including the new primary school
for example, utilising links across HS2 that are already proposed. Furthermore, it would allow the delivery of
development that reduces in density as it moves towards the rural edge, feathering out in to the countryside to create a
soft edge to Aylesbury.
6. Access to this additional land could be achieved from the A418 Oxford Road
7. The Council's HEDNA (May 2016) considers the merits of this additional land, to the west of HS2, as part of the
larger site ref. STO016. It concludes (with the exception of areas in Flood Zones 2 and 3a which may be suitable for
employment uses) that it is suitable for housing.
Changes Sought
Amend Policy S2 to:
i. Ensure that the housing requirement for the district, and the proportion of growth identified
to Aylesbury (and indeed the other identified strategic settlements), is expressed as a
minimum such that sustainable development in excess of these figures could be provided
and should be encouraged;
ii. In the event that the Inspector finds that FOAN for the district is materially higher than set
out in the Local Plan, as advocated by some parties, to note the availability and merits of
additional land west of the Council's proposed allocation at South West Aylesbury.

Summary:

Object, S2: That we support the spatial distribution but that the number of new homes should be expressed as a
minimum. Furthermore, in the event that FOAN for the district is found to be materially higher than set out in the Local
Plan, that land to the west of HS2 is available for development.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
Amend Policy S2 to:
i. Ensure that the housing requirement for the district, and the proportion of growth identified to Aylesbury (and indeed
the other identified strategic settlements), is expressed as a minimum such that sustainable development in excess of
these figures could be provided and should be encouraged;
ii. In the event that the Inspector finds that FOAN for the district is materially higher than set out in the Local Plan, as
advocated by some parties, to note the availability and merits of additional land west of the Council's proposed
allocation at South West Aylesbury.
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]
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Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

object to Policy S2, para 3.16 and 3.17. The policy should be amended to require the delivery of 33,350 homes over the
plan period.
The plan should facilitate more housing growth at medium villages and the requirement at medium villages should
therefore be presented as a minimum, and not a ceiling.

Change to Plan

The policy should express that the housing requirement figure for the medium villages is a minimum number.
Policy S2 should be amended to require the delivery of a minimum of 33,350 homes.
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Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) D2_Redacted.pdf
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Winslow Town Council Objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Winslow Town Council (WTC) welcomes the creation of a new Local Plan to cover Aylesbury Vale District. The
approval of VALP will remove uncertainties in local planning - but it is important that the Plan is sound, and not open to
further challenge. WTC also recognises that national Government proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Arc, as reflected in statements in the Autumn 2017 Budget, suggest that it will be necessary over the coming few years
to revise VALP to accommodate greater levels of development in the area than are currently envisaged. Such matters,
however, are for the future. The immediate priority is to review and revise the currently drafted VALP, and to that end
WTC offers the following objections to matters which it considers need to be reviewed and revised before VALP would
be sound and consistent with relevant national planning policies.
0 Summary
Winslow Town Council considers that there are elements of the submission VALP which are unsound and need to be
modified. These are:
1. The allocation of sites in strategic settlements with made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans, contrary to national
policy.
2. Raising to 55% the increase in housing numbers for Winslow, the least sustainable of all the strategic settlements
3. Flaws in the Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding
4. Insufficient affordable housing on qualifying sites
5. Under-delivery of new homes in large villages
6. Understating the growth in population during the Plan period as about 35,000 rather than 60,000
1 Site specific allocation for housing growth
1.1 In Table 2 of the Vale of Aylesbury Plan, there is an allocation of a single site for housing growth in Winslow which
is contrary to:
(a) NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which enables communities to decide
where new homes should be located;
(b) various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
(c) para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.
1.2 This aspect of the Plan is therefore unsound and not 'justified' as the most appropriate policy because it is not
consistent with national planning policy. It will be for WTC, with its made Neighbourhood Plan, to bring forward an
update and revision of Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) following the approval of VALP. The updated WNP,
following robust consultation with the local community, will need to identify how and where any housing growth required
in an agreed VALP is to be accommodated, including (if and where necessary) any extension to the WNP's settlement
boundary. Both Buckingham and Haddenham are also Strategic Settlements which have a Neighbourhood Plan, and in
which VALP has also identified allocated sites for housing development contrary to the same national planning policy.
1.3 This reflects previous correspondence from WTC to AVDC (dated 13th October 2017) on this very issue which
refers to the inspector's conclusions for the Maidstone Local Plan, where target housing numbers were seen as an
appropriate mechanism to use for an area with a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Proposed modification:
1.4 To meet WTC's objection this issue should be addressed by VALP stating the target figure of additional housing
that needs to be accommodated in an updated WNP, perhaps indicating that one option for locating this might be on
the identified land to the east of Great Horwood Road. An equivalent change also should be made to VALP in respect
of other areas which have a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
2 Scale of housing growth for Winslow
2.1 In Table 2 and the allocation of Site ref WIN001 on page 126, the level of housing growth proposed for Winslow,
which WTC considers to be the least sustainable of the strategic settlements in the Vale (See WTC's initial Strategic
Settlements Sustainability Assessment, below), has apparently been increased arbitrarily to 55%. In the draft VALP,
the proposed growth was 50%, which the Town Council objected to as being, comparatively, unreasonable when
infrastructure provision was considered in relation to the other strategic settlements.
Aylesbury Vale Strategic Settlements Sustainability Assessment for VALP (by WTC)
Aylesbury
Buckingham
Haddenham
Wendover
Winslow
Housing
Close to areas with unmet housing need
3
1
5
4
2
Transport
Train to London, Birmingham, Oxford
4
1
5
4
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2
Express bus to nearby centres
5
4
3
1
3
Access to motorway network
3
4
5
3
1
Bypass for through traffic
3
4
5
4
1
Services
Extendable employment sites
5
4
3
2
1
Modern medical centre / surgery
4
3
5
2
1
Access to major retail / leisure / employment centre (Aylesbury or MK)
5
1
3
4
2
TOTAL SCORE
32
22
34
24
13
Each settlement is given a score from 1 to 5 in each row, with 5 representing the greatest level of sustainability.
2.2 The requirement for Winslow to deliver new homes, above those detailed in the WNP, has increased from 402 in
the draft VALP to 585 in the submission VALP, an increase of 45%. The housing growth proposed for Buckingham, the
second largest strategic settlement in the Vale, with its much stronger infrastructure compared with that of Winslow,
has seen its housing growth reduced from 2,612 (50%) in the draft VALP to 2,312 (45%) in the submission VALP.
These changes in the proposed growth figures are not explained, appear counter-intuitive and lack any rationale to
support them. A report to AVDC's Scrutiny Committee for VALP in September 2017 said that: the Council has worked
with town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans.
Winslow is not alone in being able to confirm that no such consultation took place. If the process has been simply to
establish a suitable site for housing growth and use its capacity as the level of housing growth to be proposed for a
community, then this process would appear to be fundamentally unsound.
Proposed modification:
2.3 WTC proposes that VALP should set a more reasonable and sustainable increase in the number of additional
homes within Winslow over and above the 35% increase already detailed in the made WNP. WTC suggests that an
increase of about 300 homes over and above those already provided for in the made WNP would be more appropriate
in the circumstances. It will be for a future revised WNP to determine, with the benefit of local public consultation,
where the additional housing should be located to achieve the required strategic housing provision.
3 Memorandum of Understanding
3.1 The Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between Aylesbury Vale DC, Wycombe DC, Chiltern
DC, South Bucks DC and Bucks Thames Valley LEP (mentioned in paragraph 1.12 of VALP) is, in WTC's opinion, a
flawed document. It is the MoU that seeks to justify the requirement for Aylesbury Vale to accommodate the unmet
need of 8000 additional homes elsewhere in the Bucks Housing Market Area.
3.2 The Agreement in the MoU in paragraph 2.1(d) states - That the following level of unmet housing need within
respective local plan periods up to 2033 will be accommodated in the Vale of Aylesbury Plan. This absolute agreement
by AVDC to accommodate 5,725 homes (21% of the VALP total) as unmet housing need from Chiltern and South
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Bucks in VALP, when those Districts' joint draft Local Plan will not be published until the middle of 2018 and when the
figure represents over 44% of the Full Objectively Assessed Need for Chiltern and South Bucks, appears to be an
unsound commitment. Similarly, the accommodation of 2,275 homes (8.3% of the VALP total), as unmet need for
Wycombe District, in light of the recent publication of the submission Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP), appears
equally unsound.
3.3 WTC believes that Wycombe District Council (WDC) has not recognised its duty and responsibility in these days of
'exceptional circumstances' for the effective delivery of housing, because it has not demonstrated a robust approach to
maximise the delivery of new housing within the District's boundary in order to meet its own Full Objectively Assessed
Need (FOAN). As a consequence, the WDLP has not followed a strategy which seeks to meet the District's FOAN for
new homes during the Plan period. This leads WTC to conclude that the plan has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound in respect of its provision for housing development. The following paragraphs explain why WTC has
come to this view.
3.4 WDLP Policy DM34 specifies that new housing developments should provide (WTC's emphasis in bold):
(a) Opportunities to enhance existing and provide new green infrastructure have been maximised, including delivering
long lasting measurable net gains.
(b) In all cases, development is required as a minimum to: Secure adequate buffers to valuable habitats and
(c) Achieve a future canopy cover of at least 25% of the site area on sites outside of the town centres and 0.5HA or
more
3.5 These requirements, together with other luxuries and 'nice to haves', significantly limit the area of developable land
for housing on allocated sites, and therefore limit the scale of housing development that can be accommodated. WTC
believes that this Policy cannot, under the prevailing circumstances, be justified as it does not represent the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives and is not based on proportionate evidence.
The Plan offers no justification for this highly questionable policy, which therefore leads WTC to the view that WDLP is
unsound in this respect.
Evidence
3.6 Paragraph 4.38 of the WDLP states The Council has thoroughly reviewed the scope for meeting its housing needs
within the District. However it does not consider the option of increasing housing densities in order to more fully meet
the District's FOAN. The WDLP includes large allocated sites for housing delivering less than 10 dwellings per hectare
e.g. - HW4 Abbey Barn 4 - 11.32 hectares - 100 homes at 8.8 dwellings per hectare (dph) and HW6 Gomm Valley and
Ashwells - 72.8 hectares - 530 homes at 7.3 dph.
3.7 By way of comparison, WNP, where AONB and Green Belt are not a consideration, delivers its housing growth on
identified sites at more than 30 dph and delivers satisfactory provision of green space for each housing development
site. Even taking into account the difficulties of the terrain in parts of the High Wycombe area, WTC believes that the
identified sites could be developed at appreciably higher densities than are currently proposed, and thereby absorb
more, if not all, of the District's FOAN. Similarly, it is WTC's belief that the Princes Risborough expansion area is
capable of delivering many more homes than are committed in the WDLP.
3.8 The WDLP only allocates 57 hectares of previously designated Green Belt land for housing, to deliver 1,100 new
homes at 19.3 dph. This represents a mere 0.4% of the District's Green Belt, in a District with 48% Green Belt,
amounting to over 14,000 hectares. Many LPAs in a similar position to WDC have recognised that, in order to meet the
housing need identified by the FOAN, it is necessary to recognise the 'exceptional circumstances*' and to reallocate
poorly performing areas of Green Belt for housing development in order to fully meet their own FOAN. A local example
of such an approach is South Oxfordshire's Local Plan, where re-designated Green Belt land will deliver 5,500 new
homes on 3 sites. Central Bedfordshire and Dacorum Councils are taking a similarly positive approach.
*The Housing Minister, Gavin Barwell, when speaking in relation to the Housing White Paper, said: "The green belt is
13% of the land. We can solve this crisis without having to take huge tracts out of the green belt. We are not going to
weaken the protections; we have a clear manifesto promise and there is no need to take huge tracts of land out of the
green belt to solve our housing crisis. They can take land out of the green belt in exceptional circumstances but they
should have looked at every other alternative first." [emphasis added]
3.9 Criticisms of the WDLP, such as those of a failure to positively plan to maximise housing delivery in order to meet
the FOAN and a reluctance to take a robust approach to the reallocation of poorly performing Green Belt land for
housing development, will almost certainly also apply to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. The MoU
is a
document which appears to invite housing overspill into Aylesbury Vale and lacks checks and balances to ensure any
unmet housing need has been demonstrably minimised.
Proposed modification:
3.10 The MoU (referenced in para 1.12) appears to be based on an unsound judgement of the opportunities that exist
for the three southern districts of Buckinghamshire to deliver a greater proportion of their own FOAN. Following further
detailed scrutiny of the figures in the MoU through the examination of the other relevant local plans, WTC believes that
the unmet need housing targets for Aylesbury Vale District should be reduced, or alternatively the time scale over
which those targets apply should be extended beyond the end of the plan period for VALP.
4 Affordable housing
4.1 The reduction in percentage and quantum of affordable housing to be delivered, compared with that previously
shown in the draft VALP, does not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing. The
draft VALP proposed 31% of affordable homes on qualifying sites, which would have yielded about 8,800 affordable
homes, whereas the submission VALP in Policy H1 only proposes 25% generating about 5,900 affordable homes.
Evidence from CPRE, the National Housing Federation, Shelter, the Institute for Public Policy Research etc are all
telling the same story, one of shortfalls of affordable housing delivery, more homelessness, an ever-increasing annual
housing benefit bill etc. WTC understands that the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (VAHT) has evidence that indicates
that the provision of 6,000 affordable homes in Aylesbury Vale over the 20 year plan period will be significantly less
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than demand. When a neighbouring authority (WDC) demands 40% affordable homes on qualifying greenfield sites,
why does VALP propose a very much lower target for the same Plan period within the same Bucks Housing Market
Area?
Evidence
4.2 WTC considers the following paragraphs of the Affordable Housing section of the VALP Housing Topic Paper
November 2017 in particular contain inaccuracies which have resulted in unsound conclusions regarding the
percentage of affordable homes to be delivered on qualifying sites.
4.5 As set out in the HEDNA December 2016 to establish the past trends and current estimates of the need for
affordable housing local authority data on homeless households and temporary accommodation, was considered
alongside census data on concealed households and overcrowding together with information from the English Housing
Survey, Housing Register and information from Housing benefit data on households unable to afford their housing
costs. Based on this information the study concluded that there are 3,311 households currently in affordable housing
need in the Buckinghamshire HMA who are unable to afford their own housing. Deducting those whose housing is not
suitable and households that will release their housing back into the market leaves a net need of a 1,150 households
who that are currently in affordable housing need who are unable to afford their own housing.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.3 On 8th December 2017 VAHT told WTC that:
"As of November 2017 there were nearly 3,900 applicants registered on Bucks Home Choice (BHC) within the
Aylesbury Vale. Of these just over 2,300 are in bands A to D and eligible for affordable rented housing in the Vale.
Around 1,600 are in band HO and may be eligible for rural exception properties or others with strict local connection
criteria."
4.4 And Bedfordshire Pilgrims Housing Association (BPHA), the organisation which manages the register for shared
ownership affordable homes in the Vale, told WTC that... the figures for Shared Ownership applicants for Aylesbury
Vale since 2015 (based on applicant requests for 2, 3, 4, 5 bedrooms) were:
2015 - 352
2016 - 434
2017 so far - 482
BPHA does not maintain a register of unmet need and these figures no longer appear to be available. When Catalyst
managed the Shared Ownership Register, they recorded unmet need figures of 407 in 2010 steadily rising to 1,048 in
2014.
4.5 So in the past 3 years about 1,300 applications for shared ownership properties have been recorded. Paragraph
1.48 of VALP states that over the past 5 years an average of 1,127 dwellings were built each year. Out of this total, an
average of 349 were affordable dwellings. With 25% of affordable homes allocated to shared ownership, over the past
5 years an average of just 87 shared ownership affordable properties have been delivered each year. This leaves an
unmet need figure for the past 3 years alone of over 1,000 plus the backlog from 2014 and earlier.
4.6 From the above data, WTC concludes that the current unmet need for all types of affordable homes in Aylesbury
Vale is over 5,000 and the evidence is of an increasing demand. Although this evidence would have been available to
AVDC and its consultants it does not appear to have been considered. WTC's evidence from those 'at the coal face'
indicates that the base figure for unmet need of 3,331 for all forms of affordable homes in December 2016 is incorrect.
Para 1.47 of VALP states: The total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice housing register waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. (WTC believes this figure only relates to Aylesbury Vale, as
opposed to the entire BHC area). This appears to suggest that no account was taken in the HEDNA of the need for
shared ownership affordable homes.
4.8 Government requirements now prohibit the requirement for affordable housing applying to housing sites of 10 or
less dwellings. As this is expected to be a significant proportion of new housing development in Aylesbury Vale the
percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased to 25% to allow the total requirement of 4,200 affordable
dwellings for the district to be achieved. This is of course provided that the proportion of affordable required does not
generally render proposed housing developments in Aylesbury Vale unviable on the basis of paragraph 173 of the
NPPF.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.7 This paragraph (4.8, above) only takes account of the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale and takes no account of the unmet
need of 8,000 for the District Councils in the south of the County, where the LPAs are expecting delivery of affordable
homes in accordance with their Local Plans. Wycombe's draft Local Plan requires 40% affordable homes on their own
greenfield sites. If, say, 35% of the 8,000 unmet need homes included in VALP were required to be affordable, and if
85% of them were on qualifying sites, this would result in an additional requirement of about 2,400 affordable homes,
resulting in a total of 6,600 affordable homes (representing about 29% of all new homes), not 5,900 as proposed by
VALP. For the overall percentage delivery of affordable homes to be based solely on the Vale's requirements, when
29% of housing delivery will be for unmet need from other Districts, is a flawed approach and therefore unsound.
4.9 The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that
the 25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the
affordable housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. The council has therefore set the 25%
requirement as a minimum in the proposed affordable housing policy which will allow a higher provision where justified
by viability. The viability information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.8 WTC believes that the evidence in the submission VALP proves that a minimum figure much higher than 25%
should be viable in almost all cases. As referred to above, Paragraph 1.48 of VALP advises that average annual
housing delivery in the Vale for the past 5 years was 1,127, of which 349 was the average annual delivery of affordable
homes. This represents a 31% delivery of new affordable homes across qualifying and non-qualifying sites.
4.9 In Paragraph 4.8 of the VALP Housing Topic Paper it says:
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...the percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased ... . As 31% affordable homes has been delivered over
all sites for the past 5 years this must mean that the percentage delivery figure on qualifying sites has been appreciably
more than 31%. So a target higher than 31% has been shown to be viable.
4.10 Strategic communities with made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale require at least 35% affordable housing
delivery on qualifying sites. For both Winslow and Buckingham, for those sites identified in respective Neighbourhood
Plans where planning applications have been approved or submitted, no issue as to the viability of the 35% figure has
been raised.
4.11 Notwithstanding the above evidence that viability can be achieved at 35%, and there is more than sufficient
demand at that level, the consultant's report in the Housing Topic Paper, para 4.9, only indicates - the affordable
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. AVDC then erroneously concludes - The viability
information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified. WTC considers this to be
another unsound element underpinning the highly questionable 25% delivery figure for affordable housing proposed in
VALP.
4.12 Finally WTC considers that setting a minimum target for affordable housing is not appropriate as developers will
seek to design to such a minimum rather than deliver anything higher. It would be more prudent to set a realistic but
challenging target percentage to be delivered - and accept that developers may be able to demonstrate viability
problems in meeting the target in full on some specific sites.
Proposed modification:
4.13 WTC considers that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound. WTC proposes that VALP be modified to set a minimum of 35% affordable housing delivery on
qualifying sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the viable delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more
problematic than for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield
housing sites and a minimum 30% for brownfield sites.
5 Accommodating demographic growth in second-tier settlements
5.1 In VALP para 3.20 it is stated that
The settlement hierarchy is based on an assessment of population size, settlement connectivity and the availability of
employment and other services and facilities. A draft settlement hierarchy has been consulted on, and a number of
changes have been made to the conclusions as a result of comments received. A report has been produced setting out
how the settlement hierarchy was established which is available on the Council's website. The proposed settlement
hierarchy is set out in Table 2, along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement. The
allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of the settlement to accommodate housing growth, rather
than a blanket percentage increase on existing housing stock as was previously proposed in the draft Plan. [WTC's
emphasis added]
5.2 The emphasised section above appears to be flawed because the Plan gives no account of how the Plan has
robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to accommodate housing growth." It is important to bear in mind
that the district-wide housing growth in VALP is 36% without the buffer and total growth of 40% across the district
including the buffer. Table 2 simply indicates the total amount of housing development per settlement as
completions/commitments plus any allocations. Of the 11 larger villages (Stoke Mandeville is omitted because, we are
informed, it is included in the Aylesbury figures), defined as such in the settlement hierarchy because of their superior
infrastructure, only 5 have any allocations. Of those 11 larger villages, 8 are expected to deliver less than 20% housing
growth. Four of them are not even expected to meet their own demographic growth to 2033. These are Stone
(population over 2,600) 3.4% housing growth, Ivinghoe (population 1,000) 4.6%, Long Crendon (pop over 2,500) 9.5%
and Wing (pop over 2,800) - 10.9%. Only Steeple Claydon with a 22.8% increase and Aston Clinton with a 40.3%
increase in homes exceed 20% growth, whilst Waddesdon (including Fleet Marston) has 20% growth. The second tier
in the Plan's settlement hierarchy comprises all the larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable
access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations for development [WTC's
emphasis added]. A Local Plan which does not demand that these second tier settlements should provide housing
growth that meets their individual demographic growth as a minimum during the Plan period, would appear to be
unsound.
Proposed modification:
5.3 WTC proposes that VALP be modified to require all 'large villages' to deliver appreciably more than the basic figure
for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury Vale is a growth area and that districtwide housing growth is more than 36%.
6 Population growth expectations
6.1 Para 1.35 of the submission VALP states that during the Plan period there will be a growth in population of about
35,000 (once allowance has been made for the growth which took place between 2011 and 2013). With growth of
27,300 homes in the Plan period, this figure for population growth appears to be under-stated. WTC drew attention to
this at the draft VALP stage, but has received no explanation for the apparent discrepancy, nor any correction of it in
the submission Plan.
Proposed modification:
6.2 The expected increase in the population of Aylesbury Vale in the plan period should be stated more accurately to
be in excess of 60,000 based on the number of additional homes proposed.
7 Examination in Public
7.1 AVDC is asked to note that Winslow Town Council wishes to participate in the
Examination in Public.
Sean Carolan
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Summary:

The Memorandum of Understanding between AVDC, Wycombe DC, Chiltern DC, South Bucks DC and Bucks Thames
Valley LEP is flawed.

Change to Plan

The MoU (referenced in para 1.12) appears to be based on an unsound judgement of the opportunities that exist for the
three southern districts of Buckinghamshire to deliver a greater proportion of their own FOAN. Following further detailed
scrutiny of the figures in the MoU through the examination of the other relevant local plans, WTC believes that the
unmet need housing targets for Aylesbury Vale District should be reduced, or alternatively the time scale over which
those targets apply should be extended beyond the end of the plan period for VALP.
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Respondent: Hertfordshire County Council (Mr Lewis Claridge)
[32186]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - Proposed Submission Consultation (Regulation 19)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above. The following is focused on comments from the Highways
service within the Environment Department of the County Council. There were no substantive comments from our other
services within the Department.
Context
Aylesbury, Aylesbury Vale District's main town, is located very close to the border with Hertfordshire. The A41 is the
main road link between Aylesbury and the Hertfordshire network, connecting to Hemel Hempstead and Watford, and
being a main route from Aylesbury to the wider strategic road network including the M25 and M1 towards London. The
B440 (recently reclassified) is another link between Hemel Hempstead and the east of Aylesbury Vale district. The 500
bus service operates between Aylesbury and Watford via Tring, Berkhamsted and Hemel Hempstead. Other bus
routes connect towns and villages on the Aylesbury Vale / Dacorum border area such as Pitstone, Tring, Wendover
and Aylesbury. Aylesbury is on the Chilterns Line to London Marylebone, so provides a link to the Chorleywood and
Rickmansworth. However the Hertfordshire towns of Tring, Berkhamsted, Hemel Hempstead, Kings Langley and
Watford are on the West Coast Mainline, which connects them to London Euston, Milton Keynes and the West
Midlands / Birmingham. There is no direct train link to Aylesbury.

Proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale
The VALP proposes a total 27,400 dwellings 2013-2033 in the district, the majority focused in Aylesbury, Buckingham,
Winslow, Wendover and Haddenham and adjacent to Milton Keynes. Aylesbury Vale is also accommodating some
unmet housing need from Wycombe and Chiltern & South Bucks. The Local Plan puts forward a vision for 'Aylesbury
Garden Town', which would effectively provide most of the district's housing growth along with employment
development and the enterprise zone. Around 16,400 homes are in the plan to 2033 in and around the edges of
Aylesbury.
We appreciate that following this settlement hierarchy and concentrating growth in the largest town is intended for
reasons of sustainability and being able to provide needed infrastructure and access to jobs for the growing population.
However, the location of Aylesbury close to the boundaries of Hertfordshire, the direct road links, and the close crossboundary connections and commuter flows between Aylesbury, south west Hertfordshire and Luton / Dunstable for
instance, means that there needs to be an understanding of the likely cross boundary, cumulative impacts on the
highway and transport networks of planned growth in all of these areas. Joint working with neighbouring LPAs and
LHAs to understand and address these challenges may be needed in some areas in particular.
Cumulative and Cross-boundary Impacts
We note the Cumulative Impact Assessment that has been undertaken and considers all of the development sites
around Aylesbury. However, we are concerned that it does not appear to consider impacts that may result outside of
the border of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. We also note the Aylesbury Transport Strategy commissioned by
Bucks County Council and that transport modelling work has been undertaken - again, we have some concerns about
how cross boundary impacts and cumulative growth is factored in.
There would be concern that the level of growth at Aylesbury, particularly on the eastern and southern edge, will worsen
traffic conditions on parts of the Hertfordshire network. HCC has a countywide transport model which is being used to
help support Hertfordshire's LPAs with their Local Plan development. A new run of the model is planned, which will
include AVDC's planned growth at Aylesbury to 2036 alongside expected growth in south west Herts. Bucks County
Council's modelling identifies traffic congestion issues on the A41 around Aylesbury in the peaks. HCC's existing
Countywide 'COMET' modelling to 2031 identifies M25 J20 and the A41 as an issue, and this will worsen with the
increased levels of growth planned (e.g. Hemel Hempstead, Aylesbury, Tring, Watford). Access onto the A41 at Tring
and Berkhamsted is also identified as an issue.
The developments around Aylesbury will add journeys travelling between the new developments and areas to the east
and south east in the Boroughs of Dacorum and Watford, and more journeys heading to the M25. Is the impact on
networks outside of Buckinghamshire accurately picked up in the VALP's transport evidence base? Are cumulative
impacts outside of Aylesbury Vale considered?
It should be noted that Dacorum Borough Council, Watford Borough Council, Three Rivers District Council and
Hertsmere Borough Council are all undertaking reviews of their Local Plans. The Strategic Housing Market
Assessment undertaken jointly for these authorities indicates a very substantial increase in the objectively assessed
housing need for these LPAs relative to the housing targets in their adopted Local Plans.
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Aylesbury Transport Strategy proposals
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy puts forward transport improvements and mitigations to support the planned growth,
including series of link roads that would connect in to the proposed new developments around Aylesbury. The plans
infer that these are intended to spread traffic and reduce traffic through the town centre including on the congested
A41. We would have concerns about whether these link roads would increase demand and through traffic that would
adversely affect the Hertfordshire network.
We strongly agree that all the new link roads should be built to provide for cycling, walking and public transport from the
outset to aid connectivity and promote active and sustainable journeys.
The proposed policy T5 suggests a generous provision for car parking for new residential development. Much of the
proposed development is urban extension, some distance from public transport interchanges and proposed to be
served by new road networks that would connect to main routes e.g. A41 and A418. Even with improved provision for
walking, cycling and public transport, high levels of car use and demand are still likely. This does not seem to be
consistent with other stated policies e.g. S1 and T1 and the objectives of the Local Plan.
There is concern that the transport policies and proposals in the VALP and supporting ATS will perpetuate high levels
of car use and add to existing traffic and congestion issues on the Hertfordshire network.
The VALP and ATS propose a 'Primary Public Transport Corridor' on the A41 approaching central Aylesbury, providing
for buses, pedestrians and cyclists, but states this would be pursued only after the alternative road links are in place.
We would welcome introduction of bus priority measures on this route and elsewhere in the town that would make bus
journeys more attractive, including between Aylesbury and towns and villages in Hertfordshire. However, careful
thought must be put into when these measures will be delivered, firstly so that the opportunity to do so is not lost, but
also to try to avoid car dependent habits becoming established for the new communities.
Aylesbury, Aylesbury Parkway and Stoke Mandeville stations are on a different rail line to Tring, Berkhamsted, Hemel
Hempstead and Watford. This means there is no direct train option for people between Aylesbury and these towns.
Tring station may present an attractive option for people commuting to London from the east and south east of
Aylesbury Garden Town, offering better journey times. Access to all of the rail stations in the surrounding area (not just
the stations in Aylesbury Vale) by non-car modes therefore needs thinking about as part of the mitigation plans. Due to
the lack of a direct train link, there is also likely to be a high reliance on car journeys generally between Aylesbury and
the A41 / Grand Union Canal corridor towns, adding to existing traffic congestion at peak times.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy is proposing a possible P&R site off the A41 as well as bus priority measures on A41
Aston Clinton Road. Although this would be envisaged to help traffic in central Aylesbury and is positive for supporting
more sustainable travel options, traffic will be travelling to and from the P&R site via the A41 and other parts of the
Hertfordshire network, so contributing towards traffic and congestion issues. We would welcome more insight into
BCC's proposals so it can be considered and factored in to HCC's transport planning in a complementary way.
The Cumulative Impact Assessment and ATS mentions new cycle links to Tring from new developments to the east
and south-east. The Wendover Arm of the Grand Union Canal offers a good active travel link between Aylesbury and
Tring. The main canal connects to Leighton Buzzard and Milton Keynes. Improvements to this route and to improve
connections to a wider network would be welcome. However, as a general point, the limitations of towpaths and similar
routes for utility journeys particularly in winter and outside of daylight hours should be recognised and consideration
given to alternatives for key links / routes. We would be interested to better understand what improvements are in mind
for cycling routes in this part of the district. Aylesbury Vale needs to work with HCC and Dacorum Borough Council to
ensure any planned cycle routes and the wider network fit together.
Next steps
HCC would welcome closer engagement with AVDC / BCC to better understand transport and highway implications of
growth and planned development, infrastructure needs and transport proposals in our respective authority areas.

Yours sincerely,

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

We note the Cumulative Impact Assessment that has been undertaken and considers all of the development sites
around Aylesbury. However, we are concerned that it does not appear to consider impacts that may result outside of
the border of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. We also note the Aylesbury Transport Strategy commissioned by
Bucks County Council and that transport modelling work has been undertaken - again, we have some concerns about
how cross boundary impacts and cumulative growth is factored in.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Claridge, Lewis 32186 ,Hertfordshire County Council.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1451 - 32224 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - None

1451

Support

3. Strategic
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Respondent: Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (Ms
Shereen Ansari) [32224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations regarding the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, made on behalf of both Chiltern
District Council and South Bucks District Council.
Please note that this representation is provided on the basis of the agreed Memorandum of Understanding between our
Councils, currently awaiting signing by our respective portfolio holders.

Summary:

Our Councils welcome the approach to employment land as set out in the Draft VALP. Paragraph 1.14 , and Policy S2
(Spatial Strategy for Growth) recognise that surplus employment land in Aylesbury Vale will play a crucial role in
helping to make up for the shortfall in neighbouring authorities within the wider FEMA. The Draft VALP seeks the
safeguarding of suitable key employment sites, and supports employment development in sustainable locations. This
approach provides flexibility for changes/uncertainties in future economic growth both within Aylesbury Vale and within
the wider economic area.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Attachments:
Ansar, Shereen 32224 Final Response VALP - Copy.pdf
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Sport England (South East Region) (Office
Manager) [32419]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the proposed changes to the above Plan.
Evidence base
Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that
the Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
Without this evidence the Council's planning policies could be found unsound. This is because of the requirement for
the plan's policies to be justified and consistent with national policy. This includes any allocation of existing playing
field or sports facilities for development and the justification of policies where new sports facilities development are
required in policies to meet the needs of new development as without the evidence base, these policies may not be
justified or accord with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Sport England confirms that we may wish to appear at the public inquiry with regard to the evidence base and our
further comments below;
Aylesbury Vale Garden town
The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
Site Allocation Policies:
The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
It is noted that the site at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2) is close to existing playing fields. Sport England has not
looked at this specific allocation but for any of the new housing development site allocations, where they are close to
existing playing fields, the Council should ensure that new homes are not planned in locations where they are at risk
from ball strike (this is a particular issue for cricket). This issue could potentially be covered in the Council's design
guidance SPD. Please contact Sport England for more information on this if required.
Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
HAL003 - RAF Halton - Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be
protected from development (in accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
For avoidance of doubt, Sport England objects to the allocation of any existing sports facilities including playing field for
development without replacement facilities being brought forward through the local plan. Please could you contact
Sport England to discuss any such allocations at the earliest opportunity. Any allocations of sports facilities for
development must meet the tests set out in the bullet points of paragraph 74. Without this information the allocation
may not be consistent with national policy and the plan could subsequently be found unsound.
Para 8.45/Policy BE2 - Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active
Design principles and guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
Policy I2 - Sports and Recreation - final paragraph - This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed
development'. If a development contribution cannot be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the
Council should consider whether or not the planning application should be refused. Requirements for planning
contributions should be justified using the evidence base for sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
Sport England would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further, please contact my colleague Mark
Furnish, who is copied into this email (Tel: 020 7273 1631).
Regards

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

The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

The total number of homes to meet the needs of the District should increase to 27,300 dwellings over the plan period,
excluding any allowance for unmet needs within the housing market area. The housing requirement should also be
expressed as a minimum.

Change to Plan

see attached representation

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 3 Representations to Policy D-AGT3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 4 Representations to Policy S2.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 1 Representations to paragraph 3.78 to 3.80.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 5 Representations to Policy S3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 2 Representations to Policy D1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait
[32293]

Agent:

WYG (Sarah Butterfield) [29893]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Version of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, made on
behalf of Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait.

Summary:

The Local Plan should take into account now the Government's standard methodology, and incorporate these figures
into the housing need planned for and identify additional sites and land for housing to meet that need.
My client's land at Finmere Airfield is suitable to meet such additional need, its credentials are set out at Section 1 of
these representations.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) 171214 - AVDC Proposed Submission Local Plan Reps - FINAL
amalgamated.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form SA.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S7.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S3.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S2.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy D5.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy H6.pdf
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Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

*Failure in its Duty to Cooperate
*It does not full take account of the unmet housing needs within the Housing Market Area
*Does not plan for the expected increase in OAN over the plan period
*Fragile Housing Land Supply Position
*Plan does not take account of the Cambridge, Milton Keynes, Oxford Express Way
remains a known OAN from Luton, alongside an unknown but foreseeable
further OAN from London, and Chiltern & South Bucks. If the Council continues with this approach, there are
significant risks regarding Duty to Co-operate as well as compliance with national policy for identifying and
meeting OAN

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
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should be an recognition in policy of the emerging issues. Without such a policy
recognition, it is hard to see how the aspirations of the NIC and Government in terms of housing delivery and
infrastructure could be delivered in a timely manner.
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i, iii, iv

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

LIH objects to the low level of growth proposed at Haddenham. The settlement has capacity to accommodate
significantly more development (both residential and employment). This would have the effect of directing
growth away from the lower order/less sustainable villages in the District. This approach underpins plan making
as set out in the NPPF. Indeed, the NPPF states at paragraph 151

Change to Plan

To set out comprehensive and robust evidence on how the Council has met its Duty to Cooperate
with Luton and how it will assist in meeting the unmet housing needs arising out of the Luton Local
Plan.
2. To take full account of the unmet housing needs arising from London, Luton, Chiltern and South
Bucks Council.
3. To be proactive and plan for the expected increase in housing numbers arising from use of the
standard methodology proposed by the DCLG rather than delay matters until an early review.
4. To take account of the Cambridge, Milton Keynes - Oxford Arc within a new policy to enable the
proposals to come forward early in the plan period and not be dependent on an early review.
5. To re-write policy S2 to read:
7
"....The primary focus of strategic levels of growth and investment will be at the identified strategic
settlements of Aylesbury, and development at Buckingham, Winslow, Wendover and
Haddenham.
Small scale growth at the larger, medium and smaller villages will be allowed where there is
an identified need which cannot be met at the identified strategic settlements....."
6. To increase the proposed housing numbers at Haddenham to reflect its capacity for development
and its highly sustainable nature.
7. To allocate significantly more housing to provide a significant buffer over and above the OAN and
current unmet need requirement. This will result in a more robust strategy and one that is capable
of responding in a flexible manner to changes over the plan period.
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Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
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Respondent: Bellway Homes [32302]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of Bellway Homes to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan 2017.

Summary:

However, it is clear that the figures outlined in proposed Policy S2 should be expressed as a 'minimum', with the policy
being reworded to include the wording "at least". This is to ensure that the Plan is flexible enough to be able to respond
to changing needs over the plan period. This adjustment will assist in ensuring the Proposed Submission Local Plan
accords with the requirements of the NPPF which direct Local Planning Authorities to "boost significantly" the supply of
housing and to plan positively at paragraph 47 and 157 respectively.

Change to Plan

We recommend strongly that our client's sustainable and deliverable site should be allocated for development, in order
that it can make a meaningful early contribution to the housing needs of the District and wider Housing Market Area.
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Attachments:
Bellway Homes, 32302 Land South West of Western Turville Representations Dec 2017.pdf
Bellway Homes, 32302 Weston Turville Form.pdf
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Halsbury Homes Ltd [32305]

Agent:

RPS Planning and Development (Camilla Fisher)
[32306]

Full Text:

Please find attached representation made of behalf of Halsbury Homes Ltd in regard to the Proposed Submission Vale
of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Given that the DCLG figure of 30,000 dwellings representing local OAN in AVDC, is actually higher
than the current draft figure of 27,400 dwellings contained in the Local Plan, the question must be
asked as to whether:1) AVDC is content to accept a minimum of 8,000 additional dwellings in addition to the 30,000
local need - giving an adjusted total of 35,400 dwellings in 2 years time; or
2) Whether it will have to review the MOU to see if it considers the current allocations should
provide for its own local need rather than the needs of adjoining authorities.

Change to Plan

If the AVDC numbers rise by a further 50% to 1500 pa will AVDC be happy to take 8000 houses from
the southern districts? If they cannot give this assurance then the MoU is rendered useless and the
plan itself becomes unsound. Indeed, arguably the Plan does not even get to soundness tests as it
falls at the first hurdle i.e. coordination with adjoining authorities and the Duty to Co-operate.
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Attachments:
Fisher, Camilla 32306 (HHL) AVLP Rep Form - Policy S2_Redacted.pdf
Fisher, Camilla 32306 (HHL) AVLP Rep Form - 1.12, 3.13, S2_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Halsbury Homes Ltd [32305]

Agent:

RPS Planning and Development (Camilla Fisher)
[32306]

Full Text:

Please find attached representation made of behalf of Halsbury Homes Ltd in regard to the Proposed Submission Vale
of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Aylesbury Vale plan cannot include a commitment within policy S2 to provide for
2,250 homes to meet the needs from Wycombe District until this exercise has been undertaken or the
Wycombe Plan has been found to be sound as drafted. The presumption has to be that an authority
proposing to "transfer" housing need in this way has exhausted all possible options in the context of its
own plan making exercise before another authority can accept it in an equivalent exercise.

Change to Plan

The plan cannot be found sound until a robust exercise has been undertaken in the context of the
Wycombe Plan to establish the true capacity of that plan area to accommodate housing need and
that plan has been found sound on that basis. If any of Wycombe's unmet need is to be met in
Aylesbury Vale as a result, it must be demonstrated clearly how and when it will be delivered in
addition to AVDC's own need and any other "transfers".
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Attachments:
Fisher, Camilla 32306 (HHL) AVLP Rep Form - 1.12, 3.13, S2_Redacted.pdf
Fisher, Camilla 32306 (HHL) AVLP Rep Form - Policy S2_Redacted.pdf
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Barwood Land and Estates [32310]

Agent:

Chilmark Consulting Ltd (Mike Taylor) [29509]

Full Text:

Please find the enclose representations and covering letter with respect to the current Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:
Proposed Submission consultation.

Summary:

The proposed housing requirement includes significant flaws as set out in detail in BLEL's
representation. The OAN and housing requirement has been cynically and adversely manipulated
and fails to represent a full OAN figure for the District as presented.
The policy is underpinned by housing evidence that contains significant and material deficiencies.
The approach and resulting policy is therefore unsound and inconsistent with national policy
There is no housing trajectory and that this is a significant omission undermining
the Plan and a failure to ensure that the supply of housing is significantly boosted in accordance with
NPPF paragraph 47.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy NE5 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy D1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Proposed Submission VALP - BLEL 141217.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Site Omission FLM001 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy T1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S3 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S2 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy H1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
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Object
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S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Barwood Land and Estates [32310]

Agent:

Chilmark Consulting Ltd (Mike Taylor) [29509]

Full Text:

Please find the enclose representations and covering letter with respect to the current Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:
Proposed Submission consultation.

Summary:

Fleet Marston (FLM-001) should be included within the Proposed Submission VALP's housing
allocations for Aylesbury and has been omitted on the basis of deficient and flawed evidence.
The VALP's failure to properly appraise FLM-001 and the site's omission from the VALP's proposed
housing development allocations result in a Plan that does represent the most effective or sustainable
use of land or the optimal choice of sites for future development.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Site Omission FLM001 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy D1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy H1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy NE5 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S2 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Proposed Submission VALP - BLEL 141217.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy T1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S3 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

The HEDNA adopts inconsistent assumptions to reduce the OAN.
The proposed distribution has also not been agreed with Milton Keynes and is likely to be prejudicial to future delivery
at Milton Keynes. Until the distribution has been agreed between the Councils, the duty to co-operate has not been met.
The proposed distribution which takes no account of the need for the new settlement/s will be prejudicial to the location
of the new settlement/s. It will also result in either (or both) Winslow and Haddenham being required to accommodate
significant development in addition to the new settlement/s.

Change to Plan

The OAN must be recalculated to provide a robust basis for the VALP.
The proposed distribution adjacent to Milton Keynes must be agreed with Milton Keynes Council.
The distribution must be amended to take account of the location of the new settlement/s.
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Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Objections to both the housing requirments and the spatial strategy. The plan needs greater flexibility/contingency.
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Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
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Respondent: September Properties [32277]

Agent:

DLP Planning Limited (Ed Norris) [32278]

Full Text:

Please find attached representation on behalf of our client (September Properties) as part of the Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan: Proposed Submission Consultation

Summary:

For the reasons outlined above, DLP submit that the housing strategy and
requirement as set out in Policy S2 is not sound in its current format. The VALP:
PS is not using the most up do date population figures to establish net migration
in Aylesbury and is not preparing for an appropriate level of market uplift. The
HEDNA is treating Aylesbury Vale differently to the rest of the HMA whereas it
should be subject to at least a similar 20% uplift.

Change to Plan

Changes need to be made to the housing provision of the Plan in order to be found sound. Further housing allocations
should be made in sustainable location that are able to accommodate growth. Please see the representation attached
for details.
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Respondent: Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited [32283]

Agent:

Full Text:

GL Hearn (Mr David Maxwell) [29613]

On behalf of our client, Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited, please see attached representations duly made towards the
Reg. 19 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
Full text where it has been summarised:
Para 1.14
Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of the policy approach of new employment need being met by new allocations to
meet forecast need. However, it is apparent that Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs.
The Council is failing to provied an effective planning policy framework by retaining areas of previous employment land
at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate which are no longer suitable, viable or deliverable for
employment purposes. The Gatehouse Industrial Estate has already been subject to incremental and
piecemeal redevelopment for alternative land uses, notably for residential at Brook Mews, and residential
being brought forward at Alton House. The character and form of development at the Gatehouse Industrial
Estate has already chaged such that land between Alton House and Brook Mews should be released for
residential and mixed use development.
The Council's approach in retaining the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate as a key employment site
is inconsistent with the NPPF paragraph 22 which seeks to prevent the long term retention of employment land where
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for that purpose. In these circumstances Planning Auithorities
should review the potential for allocation the land for alternative land uses, including for residential.
The Council's evidence base relating to the Gatehouse Industrial Estate is out-of-date and should be reviewed to take
account of existing and permitted residential development locally.
Para 3.78-3.80
Paragraph 3.80 of the VALP emphasises the considerable difficulty of potential large scale allocations being
brought forward speedily to meet immediate and short term (5 year) housing land supply requirements. Whilst
large scale urban extensions or a new settlement would prove a strong solution to medium and longer term
housing delivery, it is clear that a step change is required to increase the short term supply and delivery.
Aviva remain concerned that existing employment sites, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at
Gatehouse Close, Aylesbury, have not been adequately assessed to consider the potential for existing
employment land to be releasd in the shorter term to realise and deliver much needed new housing.
Specifically, further consideration must be given to the current and future difficulties associated with HELAA
site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse Close being successful or viable for employment purposes. HELAA
site AYL078 would be able to deliver approximately 300 dwellings, reducing the need for release of
greenfield land for a similar quantum of housing.
Table 9 and para 6.6:
Aviva object to the HELAA site ref. AYL078 forming part of the key employment site known as the Gatehouse
Industrial Area. Whilst HELAA site ref. AYL0788 is currently in partial use, the only realistic long term use of the
site is for residential development. There is very limited demand for the existing types of units on the site, and the
site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles means that the re-use or redevelopment
for employment is not viable. Although the site presently has some very short term tenants the only realistic long
term use of the site would be residential development.
In addition, it is submitted that paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 are overly protective of employment land, paricularly of
employment land such as that at HELAA site AYL078 which is clearly suitable for alternative more appropriate
land uses. Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that:
"Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose"...and..."land allocations should be regularly reviewed".
The NPPF goes on to say in the same paragraph that "where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities".
The NPPF also state that: "To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively
to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century".
It is submitted that AVDC should continue to release some greenfield land sites for mixed use development that
consists of residential and employment space. The strategic greenfield sites would allow for the employment sites
to be located in areas that are accessible and sustainable and allow the facilitation of the of the growth of the
Aylesbury Vale economy. Research and development, manufacturing and distribution have all traditionally been
located on the edge of settlements as they benefit from better connectivity.
Given the committed investment projects of East West Rail and HS2 and the larger strategic housing sites, it is
likely that Aylesbury will benefit from improved connectivity by 2033. This therefore means that previously
allocated land for employment that was once 'out of town' (such as land at HELAA site ref. AYL 078 Gatehouse
Industrial Estate) will be situated in an urban hinterland due to settlement expansion, rendering the employment
sites surplus to modern day requirements.
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In the case of HELAA site ref. AYL078 it is submitted by Aviva that there is very limited demand for the type of
units on the site, and the site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles, means that re-use or
redevelopment is not viable as a continuation of 'B' uses.
In conclusion, it is submitted that either the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should no longer be identified as a key
employment site, or alternatively the HELAA site ref. AYL078 should be excluded from identification in the Local
Plan proposals map as no longer forming part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate as a key employment site.
S2 and table 1:
Policy S2 is supported in terms of identifying an approach to delivery of land for housing and employment growth
and development, including to meet some of the needs of adjoining highly constrained districts including
Wycombe and Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Nevertheless, the approach of releasing large greenfield sites for residential development to meet the needs of
Aylesbury and adjoining authorities is not justified, effective or consistent with National Policy where there is
significant previously developed land available that can deliver new homes at sustainable locations.
Aylesbury District is seeking to retain historic/ existing employment land for employment purposes where there is
no realistic or viable prospect of the land contributing towards employment development throughout the Plan
period.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should be reviewed in light of current and permitted residential
developments at Brook Mews and Alton House and in light of the long term and persistent vacancies and
poor take up of employment land and premises.
Aylesbury Vale has not recently reviewed the ability for the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate to contrbute
towards employment development, and it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF land
east of the residential scheme at Alton House should be allocated for an alternative and more suitable land use
i.e. a logical and sustainable form of residential linking Alton House, with Brook Mews.
S7:
Poliy S7 is supported by Aviva. Policy S7 appropriately expects efficient and effective use of land and
encourages reuse of previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations. Nevertheless, Policy S7
should be strengthened to confirm that Aylesbury Vale will encourage efficient and effective use of land, in
sustainable locations and subject to specific site considerations, ahead of release of greenfield or Green Belt
land.
Policy S7 should also be strengthened to set out how Aylesbury Vale intends to apply the emerging
requirements from the government for Council's to prepare brownfield land registers.
Paragraph 3.67 only makes reference to the emerging brownfield land register initiative. Aviva submit that
Aylesbury Vale should set out within paragrph 3.81 and policy S7 strong support for the principles of
brownfield land. Indeed, it is recommended that Aylesbury Vale should provide confirmation that a brownfield
land register will be prepared by the Council, to be informed by detailed and fresh assessment of suitable,
available and deliverable previosuly developed land, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse
Close, Aylesbury.
Policy maps for Aylesbury:
Aviva object to the potential housing allocations VALP policy map inset for Aylesbury, as the map fails to identify
HELAA site ref. AYL078, land at Gatehouse Close as a potential housing allocation. HELAA site ref. AYL078
is located immediately adjacent to, and shares its eastern boundary with the now completed residential
development at Brook Mews, as well as its western boundary with the permitted residenital development at
Alton House. HELAA site ref. AYL078 also shares the same credentials as a highly sustainable location for
residential development, being within walking distance of Aylesbury town centre and railway station, as well as
the range and mix of commnity facilites and servies within and around the town centre.
Summary:

Policy S2 is overly reliant on release of greenfield land to meet housing needs for Aylesbury Vale and for neighbouring
districts. An updated assessment should be carried out to assess existing vacant and previously developed land,
particularly historic employment land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate, for alternative land uses, including residential.

Change to Plan

The need for, and quantum of, greenfield land to be released for residential should be reviewed and reduced where
surplus and vacant existing employment sites can be released for residential.
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 1.14 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 3.78_3.80 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

This strategy is supported on the basis that these are the most appropriate locations with significant levels of existing
infrastructure to accommodate new growth. We would recommend nevertheless that the housing requirement set out
in Policy S2 (and Table 1) is expressed as a 'minimum'.

Change to Plan

We would recommend nevertheless that the housing requirement set out in Policy S2 (and Table 1) is expressed as a
'minimum'.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

Turley raises a number of concerns regarding the housing delivery strategy, as
described in proposed Policy S2 and its supporting text. Table 1 (at page 35 of the
Proposed Submission Local Plan) identifies a District-wide 'housing requirement' of
27,400, with a residual requirement of 12,529 still to be met. The Plan proposes to
allocate land for 12,997 additional dwellings, with a further 962 units being anticipated to
be provided via windfall development.
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Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

our primary concern is that the strategy of concentrating 16,389 dwellings at
Aylesbury (i.e. approximately 60 per cent of the total planned requirement) overstates
'capacity', as understood in terms of the market's capacity to deliver this quantum of
development, at that location, over the Plan period. This is explored further in Section 4
of these representations.
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Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

Our principle concern with the Proposed Submission Local Plan is that the spatial
strategy and housing delivery strategies articulated at Proposed Policies S2 and D1 lead
to an overconcentration of allocations at Aylesbury. In turn, this leads to resultant
concerns regarding the deliverability of these allocations and market saturation an
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Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point.
ASL would also request that the figures outlined in Policy S2 are expressed as a
minimum, through the inclusion of the wording "at least".
This ensures that the plan is flexible enough to be able to respond to changing needs
over the plan period (i.e. without the need for a major review if housing total
exceeds the provision made), as well as ensure that the
proposals meet the requirements of the NPPF
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1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Cerda Planning Limited (Tina Pearsall) [32102]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

16.112 Reps_November 2017
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013-2033
PROPOSED SUBMISSION REPRESENTATIONS
Policy S1
In general, there is no objection to a sustainable development policy being introduced into
the Local Plan. However, where this is to be introduced, it should fairly reflect the provisions
of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF other than where there are specific circumstances which apply
to Aylesbury Vale.
Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the
way in which the tilted balance is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism
does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by which the tilted balance will
engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should
apply where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date.
Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
Policy S2
It is appropriate for the Local Plan to identify the housing requirements over the plan period.
This should be expressed as a minima if it is to be consistent with the NPPF; as drafted Policy
S2 suggests that the housing requirements has a cap or limit.
In any event, objections are lodged to the total 27,400 houses to be delivered in the period
to 2033. This figure does not accurately reflect the full objectively assessed housing needs. It
is to be noted that the previous Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan had to be withdrawn, in part, as
a result of not meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Needs. Consequently, the Council must
do all it can to deliver housing and to boost significantly the supply in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply
policy the purposes of Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution
requirements of the policy.
Policy S3
Our representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, which is fairly identified as a larger
village given the significant range of shops, services and facilities contained within Aston
Clinton as well as the sustainability advantages given that Aston Clinton is only a short
distance from the main town within the administrative boundary of Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, it is unacceptable and the subject of objection that there are no allocated
sites identified for Aston Clinton. It is acknowledged that Aston Clinton has had a series of
completions in the recent past, however the approach taken in the emerging Local Plan
effectively turns its back on Aston Clinton for much of the plan period, extending to 2033,
once the existing commitments are brought forward and completed.
16.112 Reps_November 2017
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability
credentials of Aston Clinton and runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to
deliver significant quantities of development at the larger villages given the important role
that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted by the
PPG.
Policy S7
No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that
as applied it should not be read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to
utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield land. If the policy were to be
applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
Policy H5
As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of
serviced plots for sale to sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the
threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a sliding scale of provision has been
considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy,
broad parameters should be identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers
and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery of self/custom plots.
Policy T7
It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric
vehicle infrastructure. It is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been
identified; in other policies setting a threshold the floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it
relates to 10 or more dwellings.
In any event, electric vehicle infrastructure is expensive and weighs heavily on a cost plan. It
is also the case that there is different infrastructure requirements for different manufactures;
for example BMW charge infrastructure varies significantly from Tesla.
In the circumstances, the policy should identify that passive electric infrastructure should be
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provided which can then converted to active electric vehicle infrastructure dependant on
the owners requirements.
Policy NE8
The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy
seeks to protect best and most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is
to taken into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile
agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a
consequence is unacceptable and the subject of objections.
It is also the case that the NPPF does not require that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural land. Where best and most versatile
land is to be lost, this is to be weighed in the balance but it is 16.112 Reps_November 2017 not necessary for the
benefits of housing to outweigh the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land as a simple two sides of the
equation approach.
Summary:

The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply policy the purposes of
Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution requirements of the policy.
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The amount of housing proposed to the south of Aylesbury is far too high. The plan will lead to more local traffic
particularly at peak times. The location of large housing development which do not have sufficient public transport links
will ensure very high car usage and make the problem worse. The expected jobs are no more than allocations on a
drawing.
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Respondent: Mrs Alina Neagoe [32016]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

see attachment for full rep
* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of
Understanding signed in July 2017. Paragraph 2.1 (d) of this document sets out the conditions under which
the resultant unmet housing need of different Districts would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit': 'The
Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area
based on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant
need would be met elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent
with achieving sustainable development.'
As you will see below, the Wycombe District has the potential for a greater number of new homes to be built
within the District (as Aylesbury Vale District Council also stated in the representation sent in August 2016),
but for various reasons they decided not to use these sites (and instead to using as an argument for the unmet
need the lack of land within the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true).
By including the 2,250 dwellings (derived from the un-met target for Wycombe District) into the Aylesbury
Vale Local Plan, although these AVDC experts know that WDC has more potential for development beyond the
Green Belt and AONB at Princes Risborough - both Council's become accomplices in non-compliance with the
MoU rules set up in July 2017.
* The Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District does not mention that the 27,400 dwellings represent just a
provisional figure - and the final number will only be set when the other local plans from Buckinghamshire
(showing un-met need) will be approved (Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe
District Council).
In this Local Plan, AVDC started from the idea that the un-met need declared by the other Councils is real, but
this is not true in the Wycombe District. We are many land owners/developers from the Wycombe District
that sent a representation to the independent Planning Inspector in charge of validating this Local Plan
providing - asking our land to be used for development for the period 2013 - 2033 (and showing that our sites
are eligible for development).
Enter your full representation here:
Paragraph/Policy/Other: Duty to Co-operate
In July 2017 Aylesbury Vale District Council, Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, Wycombe District
Council, and the Bucks Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership (BTVLEP) signed the Buckinghamshire Duty to
Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding.
The process set out at paragraph 2.1 (d) of the Buckinghamshire Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) in relation to unmet housing needs was that:
'The Councils agreed that that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area based
on the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant need would be met
elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent with achieving sustainable
development.'
It should be noted at paragraph 4.1 that:
'This is not a legally binding document but is an agreement and working understanding through which authorities are
agreeing approaches for working together on shared planning principles and approaches to issues joint evidence and
the content of respective local plans where relevant. The content will be kept under review and may be modified by
agreement to take account of any relevant changes in circumstances. The following authorities agree to the above.'
It is noted in the MoU that Wycombe District has a significant level of Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) which paragraph 3.16 of the Wycombe District Local Plan states is approximately 50% and 70%
respectively.
However, there are areas within the Wycombe District which do not fall into Green Belt or AONB which can
accommodate sustainable development over and above that which has already been allocated. It is my representation
that further land is available in Wycombe District that can be sustainably allocated to the north/north east of Princes
Risborough. Even the Aylesbury Valley District Council experts had doubts about the lack of land in the Wycombe
District to accommodate the full 15,000/13,200 homes. To demonstrate this, in 2016 a report was commissioned by
AVDC relating to the number of houses Wycombe District Council has the capacity to provide. This independent Why
we are in this situation? Because the WDC experts used a wrong approach (from the beginning) at creation of the
Local Plan for this District: instead of identifying additional sites suitable for development inside the Wycombe District
(to fully achieve the target set up by the Government) they checked what un-met need can be accommodated by
Aylesbury Vale District and then speculated at maximum this opportunity (using as an excuse the lack of land inside
the District due to Green Belt and AONB - which is not true - and we truly hope that this mistake will be corrected by the
Planning Inspector). Aylesbury Vale District Council signaled since August 2016 that ''the draft Wycombe District Local
Plan seems to only have considered the provision of 10,000 homes and appears to have made only a limited attempt to
accommodate the full 15,000 homes''. My representation supports this conclusion (but AVDC had to be stronger and
more determined in demonstrating these irregularities before accepting the 2,250 dwellings un-met need to be
transferred from Wycombe District. This may have happened if the AVDC sent a representation in November 2017, but
these documents are not public at this time and a Freedom of Information request would take me a month until I get an
answer - so I could not verify this in a timely manner). I am one of the people directly affected by this decision by WDC
to transfer the un-met need to Aylesbury Vale District due to lack of land inside the District (because WDC not only
does not use our land to build the house, but adds new restrictions - turning it without justification into the Green
Buffer). To better understand our situation I have attached to this representation a copy of the representation for
Wycombe District Local Plan submitted by the Planning expert (Mr. Paul Smith) on our behalf - in December 2017.
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Summary:

total number of dwellings will only need to be determined after the Local Plans for Wycombe/Chiltern/South Bucks are
validated by the Planning Inspectors (if not, there will be a huge risk that part of the un-met need from
Wycombe/Chiltern/South Bucks will be fulfilled in two locations, e.g. Wycombe District and Aylesbury Vale - and will be
built more homes than necessary in Buckinghamshire). This is the effect that Aylesbury Vale District Council has not
put enough pressure on the other Councils to do their job in a professional manner and to create Local Plans that
reflect reality.

Change to Plan

The changes which are required (in my view) to make the Local Plan for Aylesbury Vale District I added the following
conclusions below:
It is noted that a Duty to Cooperate Memorandum has been signed with the neighbouring authorities in July 2017,
but the Wycombe District Council does not respect the conditions set out in this memorandum (and Aylesbury Vale
Council has overlooked this aspect). Wycombe District should go further to secure development within its own District
boundary, because further sustainable development can be achieved outside of the Green Belt/AONB at Princes
Risborough.
The AVDC experts should help once again the WDC experts: by reading the representations sent by the land
owners/developers in November 2017 from Wycombe District; by making further analysis of available sites through a
further ''policy off'' HELAA; by helping them to hold a new call for sites; etc
The AVDC experts should help the WDC experts to modify/improve the Local Plan for Princess Risborough,
proposing solutions that are achievable in the time period mentioned by the Government (2013 - 2033), but increasing
the number of homes to be built in this town (and showing to the community members that they have no reasons to be
worried, because: enough schools, GP's, parking spaces, shops, etc will be included in the final Local Plan).
Note: The WDC representatives in charge of creating the Local Plan for Princes Risborough: either did not want to use
the entire quantity of land available in the area (proposing only 2,600 dwellings instead of 4,000 - as one of the
scenarios from the Sustainability Appraisal - March 2016 shows), either they had other hidden reasons (i.e. political
reasons), either they did not have the necessary knowledge to make the best use of this land available in Princes
Risborough (making sure that the solutions provided were achievable within the deadline set by the Government);
either because of lack of interest/care of the WDC members. In all these cases, the problem is the WD Council (the
negligence, the lack of skills, the political influence, the convenience of the representatives/managers, or all of the
above) and not the lack of land (due to Green Belt and AONB) - as this institution states in their published documents.
The AVDC experts should create a back-up Local Plan for AVD which included only the 19,400 homes that were
originally set up for this District (or to create a back-up Local Plan as close to reality as possible in order to have the
right picture of what will happen in the AV District between 2013 - 2033). 30% of the 27,400 proposed houses in the
current Local Plan are based on the word '' IF '': if the other Planning Inspectors are not increasing the number of
homes in these Districts, if the statements provided by the Councils are real, etc (this situation should have been
avoided from the very beginning).
The AVDC experts to check if Chiltern/South Bucks Districts used the same strategy as Wycombe District regarding
the un-met need or there the un-fulfilled need is justified.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:
1811_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1827 - 29947 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - i, ii, iii, iv

1827

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

as drafted is too reliant on delivery of small large strategic urban extension sites. strategy offers insufficient
opportunities to small/medium sized House builders. a re-balanced spatial strategy is required which increases the
proportion of housing delivery at sustainable rural settlements such as Haddenham. offering chance to enhance local
services, reduce risk of delays with housing delivery and potential future housing land supply shortfall.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Respondent: Paul Newman New Homes. [32292]

Agent:

Full Text:

Development Planning and Design Services Ltd (Mr
Neil Arbon) [29525]

Attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan prepared and submitted on behalf
of Paul Newman New Homes.
PNNH control approximately 42.4 hectares of agricultural land to the west of Leighton Linslade in the east of the
District. The site is located within the parish of Soulbury immediately adjacent to the built up edge of Leighton Linslade
between the existing town and the Stoke Hammond and Leighton Linslade bypass (A4146).

Summary:

Unmet need should also be considered from Bedfordshire, in particular Luton. Uncertainty remains as to whether
authorities such as Central Bedfordshire can accommodate Lutons's unmet need with in the Luton HMA. VALP doesn't
meet para 182 of NPPF. Therefore the most sensible location for allocating a site would be in a sustainable location on
the CBC/AVDC boundary at Leighton-Linslade.

Change to Plan

it is considered that that Policy S2 should be amended to acknowledge Leighton-Linslade's role in the settlement
hierarchy and in meeting unmet housing need in Luton, and should include the following:
A site adjacent to Leighton-Linslade, within Aylesbury Vale will make provision for some 350 dwellings. Policy Dx sets
out further details.
Subsequently Table 1 and Table 2 of the Plan should also be amended.
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Respondent: CALA Homes Limited [32297]

Agent:

Full Text:

Hunter Page Planning (Guy Wakefield) [32296]

Please find attached our representation made on behalf of CALA Homes Limited in relation to the Submission Version
of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
Please note that the following PDF attachments form the appendices to the Representation letter:
* Appendix 1 - Appeal Decision Land at Leasows Chipping Campden (APP/F1610/W/16/3165805): Appeal Decision Cotswolds.pdf
* Appendix 2 - Site Location Plan Land to the West of Gib Lane, Bierton: 3143 P 100.pdf
* Appendix 3 - Site Location Plan Land adjacent to Ivy Cottage, Main Street, Grendon Underwood: 2997.100 B Location
Plan(1).pdf

Summary:

We fully endorse the findings of the Turley report (Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the
Evidence Base dated December 2017) which concludes that there is requirement to increase the OAN figure to fulfil the
economic and social objectives for the HMA.
This representation fully supports the Plan's recognition of the importance of medium sized villages in its Strategy for
Growth (Policy SP2) for which both proposed allocation sites lie within.
The reasoning behind Bierton's lack of allocations is due to its close proximity to the proposed growth at Aylesbury
Garden Town however, this is not considered a suitable justification.
The proposed sites (BIE027 and GUW008) are considered to be located in settlements where future development is
supported, are relatively unconstrained and have the capacity to deliver further housing units.
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Respondent: Manor Oak Homes - Director (Mr William Main)
[29966]

Agent:

Full Text:

Strutt & Parker (Sophie Horsley) [32183]

Strutt & Parker act on behalf of Manor Oak Homes and the landowners in promoting two parcels of land to the south of
Stoke Mandeville for residential development. The two parcels of land were assessed in the draft HELAA (May 2016)
as sites SMD001 and SMD002.
Strutt & Parker submitted a Vision Document prepared by First Environment Consultants Limited to the Council in
response to its draft Local Plan consultation (Summer 2016), which is attached to this representation for ease of
reference and should be read in conjunction with it. Since that time a planning application for 375 dwellings
(16/04238/AOP) has been submitted on Area 1 (SMD002) and at the time
of writing is awaiting a decision and is being appealed on the grounds of non-determination.
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town states that 7,810 homes (48%) are allocated at Aylesbury through six
major sites and eight smaller sites. Strutt & Parker submit that it is unrealistic that all of
these homes can be delivered during the Plan period, for a number of reasons:
1. The Garden City principles regarding design and green infrastructure standards and community
engagement that the Council seek to achieve will result in a longer design and planning phase
than a standard development, which could delay delivery.
x
x
D1
2. The design, funding, phasing and delivery of the infrastructure requirements are unknown and
therefore, the level of infrastructure required to unlock land for development has not be
addressed. Delays in infrastructure funding could easily delay delivery of housing.
3. The Buckinghamshire Authorities own evidence on housing delivery carried out by Wessex
Economics (August 2017) concludes that the appetite of private sector developers to build at
this scale is largely untested and the delivery rate is unlikely to be achievable without all the
relevant public sector bodies playing a proactive role as housing enablers, with a particular
emphasis on getting sites to the construction phase (paragraph 14).
Furthermore, the Policy lacks detail about how infrastructure will be funded, delivered and phased and
leaves these matters to a Strategic Infrastructure Delivery SPD, and detailed design guidance to a
Design Guidance SPD. Strutt & Parker consider that the infrastructure requirements of a site are
fundamental to establishing the principle of development and should therefore be considered through
the Local Plan or other DPD, and not left to an SPD. This is particularly the case, given the multiple
landownership interests in the allocations. Paragraph 3.48 of the draft Local Plan states that the
preparation of a Community Infrastructure Levy or Local Infrastructure Tariff is at an early stage, and
therefore the ability of the Council to collect money for infrastructure from developers through s106
contributions will be restricted by Regulation 123 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010, which could further frustrate delivery of infrastructure. The Council submitted an expression of
interest to DCLG for Housing Infrastructure Funding in September 2017, covering highways
infrastructure in Aylesbury and including this section road, though the outcome of this bid is as yet
unknown. Furthermore, to qualify for the funding the projects must be capable of delivery by 2020/21,
which is questionable given the timetable for the Local Plan and ring road projects.
In respect of the South Aylesbury allocation (D-AGT1) the Council acknowledge that the availability of
part of the allocation is unknown, which could affect the deliverability of the site as a whole, but also the
delivery of the outer link road. Delivery costs for this section of the road are likely to be particularly high
given the requirement to cross the railway line and its delivery is reliant on external funding, which is
not yet confirmed.
In respect of the South West Aylesbury allocation (D-AGT2), the Council states that delivery of the
allocation is reliant on HS2. Furthermore, there is uncertainty over access and the noise constraints
associated with HS2 and the impact of these constraints on site capacity is unknown. The Council
suggests that these would be resolved through a Masterplan and Delivery SPD for the site, however
Strutt & Parker considers that such fundamental issues should be dealt with at the Local Plan stage in
order to establish the deliverability of the site and the contribution it can make to the housing target
during the Plan period. The IDP states that this development will be expected to deliver the south
western section of the Outer link road at an indicative cost of up to £31m. In addition to requirements
for noise mitigation and flood risk mitigation there appear to be significant abnormal costs associated
with this site that could affect its deliverability.
Consequently, Strutt & Parker consider that the delivery of 7,810 homes at the Aylesbury Garden Town
is unrealistic and therefore Policy D1 (including subsections D-AGT1 and D-AGT2) is ineffective and
unsound as defined by paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Strutt & Parker consider that Policy D1 is unsound on the basis that the deliverability of the strategic
allocations (D AGT1 and D AGT2 in particular) is not sufficiently evidenced through the strategic
transport strategy, Infrastructure Delivery Plan or Viability Study and therefore does not meet the
requirements of paragraph 182 of the NPPF to be justified. The deliverability of the housing numbers is
questionable given that there is no certainty regarding funding and delivery of the infrastructure required
to unlock sites, therefore the Policy is not considered effective.
Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound/ legally compliant:
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In order to ensure that the Plan can make its agreed contribution to the housing needs of the housing
market area it should allocate further sites in sustainable locations that do not require significant new
infrastructure alongside the longer term ambitions for achieving a Garden Town at Aylesbury through
larger urban extensions. Strutt & Parker submits that the sites it represents at Stoke Mandeville are
suitable, available and can deliver in the early part of the Plan period.
Summary:

Strutt & Parker considers that Policy S2 is unsound on the basis that the quantum of homes proposed at Aylesbury is
undeliverable during the Plan period, rendering the policy ineffective in respect of the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. The emphasis on Aylesbury has been at the expense of other sustainable locations, such
as at Stoke Mandeville.

Change to Plan

In order to ensure that the Plan can make its agreed contribution to the housing needs of the housing market area, it
should allocate further sites in sustainable locations that do not require significant new infrastructure alongside the
larger urban extensions to ensure housing delivery and a five year supply of housing land throughout the Plan period as
required by paragraph 47 of the NPPF. Strutt & Parker submits that the sites it represents at Stoke Mandeville are
suitable, available and can deliver in the early part of the Plan period.
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

In both Tables 1 and 2 of S2 Spatial strategy for growth, the single line entry combining Wendover with Halton (Halton
Camp) should be separated into distinct rows and Halton should have a distinct entry in the tables with the correct
demarcation (a "smaller village") and its housing allocation (1,000 houses). In Table 2 the entry for Halton needs to
have a description in column 2 highlighting why it has been selected for the 1,000 houses and how that fits within the
settlement hierarchy.

Change to Plan

see attached
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Respondent: Granborough Parish Council (Victoria Firth) [30447]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Granborough Parish Council (GPC) has considered the PROPOSED SUBMISSION - VALE OF AYLESBURY
LOCAL PLAN 2013- 2033 (VALP) and wishes to make the following observations.
1. The GPC welcomes the revised submission to be submitted in early 2018 as it believes that Aylesbury Vale District
Council has taken regard to many of the comments made during the 2016 consultation exercise. The GPC also notes
that the comments made on the earlier draft will be passed to the Inspector at the time of the Inspection, hence the
GPC does not intend to repeat some of the comments it made in 2016.
2. The GPC fully recognises the need for the plan to be submitted early in 2018
3. The GPC is particularly pleased to note that in respect of Granborough and other smaller settlements/villages that
the proposal to specify the number of properties to be built has been replaced with the concept that the growth in such
smaller villages will be met through a combination of sites allocated in a neighbourhood plan (if one exists) and on sites
coming forward as part of the development management process. The GPC does however still have some concerns
about the cumulative impact of such development where smaller villages share limited infrastructure, in particular
schools. The concern is that this may result in children in the smaller villages, without schools, being displaced from the
normal catchment schools due them being filled by children from the development in the locality of the school.
4. The GPC is concerned as to the figures proposed of 25% for affordable housing as part of developments of over 11
properties (gross) or 0.3 ha. This figure would appear to be lower than that being proposed by other neighbouring local
authorities. As the provision of affordable housing would appear to be essential to maintain existing communities due
to the high price of housing, the GPC would wish to see consideration being given to increasing this percentage to
30%. GPC is concerned that there appears to be nothing in the VALP which will actively deliver affordable housing to
smaller villages where the proposed (albeit welcomed) policies are aimed to prevent the development of sites of a scale
to generate a need for affordable housing. We appear to be in a "catch 22" situation where a smaller village recognises
the need for a small number of affordable housing to allow people to remain in the village, but these cannot be provided
5. The GPC is still concerned as to the overall impact on the plan of meeting the unmet need from the other
Buckinghamshire Districts. Whilst GPC recognises the need to cooperate, it still believes that the apparent willingness
of AVDC to accommodate some 8000 properties which are over and above the number identified as being needed in
AVDC has an overall negative impact on the viability and acceptability of the VALP. It is the acceptance of this number
of properties by AVDC which has meant that AVDC has had to identify sites which are, at the very least, unpopular with
local communities and in some circumstances contrary to the declared wishes of local communities as contained in
their approved neighbourhood plans.
One of the reasons why other authorities are claiming that they cannot meet their identified housing need is by
proposing low housing densities, and thus not maximising the sites available to them even having regard to the
constraints of green belt and AONB's. The proposed housing densities for Wycombe appear far lower than proposed by
AVDC hence GPC believes that AVDC has at this time made over-provision for properties which the other DC's could
accommodate, if they proposed higher densities. This must bring into question the soundness of neighbouring local
plan proposals, whilst at the same time indicating that AVDC can accommodate them.
The GPC is extremely concerned about the need to review the VALP within a very short time of its adoption to
accommodate further government requirements for housing. If the proposed unmet need figures from the other DC's
are accepted, this could be taken as an acceptance that these authorities are "full" and will look for yet further
development in AVDC to meet identified need in their areas which are in the main serving London and the Thames
corridor. The GPC's concerns are further exacerbated by the proposals for the Oxford - Cambridge Express way which
will generate the demand from Government for even more housing and commercial sites to be identified in the
centre/north of AVDC on a scale which will potentially dwarf those required so far. Implicit in this is the prospect that
AVDC could be seen as a prime area for massive scale development simply because it is currently rural and does not
have the benefit of statutory protection.

Summary:

The GPC does have some concerns about the cumulative impact of such development where smaller villages share
limited infrastructure, in particular schools.
The GPC is still concerned as to the overall impact on the plan of meeting the unmet need from the other
Buckinghamshire Districts. This has meant that AVDC has had to identify sites which are, at the very least, unpopular
with local communities and in some circumstances contrary to the declared wishes of local communities as contained
in their approved neighbourhood plans.
One of the reasons why other authorities are claiming that they cannot meet their identified housing need is by
proposing low housing densities, and thus not maximising the sites available, hence GPC believes that AVDC has at
this time made over-provision.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
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Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which will
impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses in
backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local ecology
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(gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
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Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1911 - 32193 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth - ii

1911
3. Strategic

Object
S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the HMA are unjustified
we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of 27,400 new homes we do not consider the
level of growth to be sufficient to support the other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number of homes that will be delivered.
This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be
consistent with the positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's own position
in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new homes will be delivered.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Behrendt, Mark 32193,House Builders Federation HBF rep VALP Reg 19 Dec 2017 REDACT.pdf
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Respondent: Revera Limited (Mr Renshaw Watts) [32190]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Mr Rob Riding) [32191]

Please see attachments
Paragraph 3.80 suggests that there is not a record of persistent under-delivery in Aylesbury Vale and that accordingly it
is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.
The Council assess the record of delivery against the objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale in isolation, which
is the correct approach prior to the confirmation of the contribution to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities
through the VALP examination. Table 2 of the Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, August 2017
identifies that whilst there was under-delivery in the majority of years up until 2012/13, the recent record of delivery
justifies the application of a 5% buffer.
However, upon adoption of the VALP (even assuming that the housing requirement remains as proposed) there will
have been under-delivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with the needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale
but not having been met. Accordingly, upon adoption there will be a necessity to apply a 20% buffer to afford the
appropriate weight to housing proposals given the significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.
The effect of the application of the necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of
circa 600 dwellings. This will need to be addressed within the VALP through the identification of additional deliverable
allocations.
Policy S9 (Monitoring and review)
Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests that Government policy is to deliver 250,000
homes per annum nationally. However, this figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of
the required number of homes was identified as at least 300,000 new homes per annum in the 'Building More Homes'
report to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs in July 2016. The Government have responded to
this evidence (and older assessments including the Barker Report) and are currently consulting on a national
distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. The reference in paragraph 1.7 therefore not
only conflicts with the available evidence, it also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective of
delivering a level of housing below that required nationally.
Paragraph 1.8 continues to identify a requirement of 19,400 new homes to respond to the needs of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding any contributions to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities). This figure is based upon the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) Update Addendum, September
2017 which contains corrections to the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update: Final Report, December 2016.
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for the
Housing Market Area (HMA) rather than an LPA boundary (unless they are coterminous). This has been underlined in
several legal judgments1. This is necessary to ensure that account is taken of the inter-relationships between the
various LPAs and a consistent approach is taken to these. However, the HEDNA assesses the OAN for each LPA in
isolation, using different assumptions for each. The necessary result of this inconsistency means that the OAN has not
been established for the HMA, contrary to the NPPF.
It is also important to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has recently consulted
on a standardised methodology for identifying the local housing need. This has arisen from the Local Plans Expert
Group and the Housing White Paper, both of which were subject to consultation, as well as from professional input
from a wide range of experts including the Planning Inspectorate and the Bar.
Paragraph 1.11 identifies that there is insufficient capacity to meet the OAN in the areas south of Aylesbury Vale. In the
following paragraph 1.12, there is calculated to be an unmet need of 8,000 homes.
However, this is all predicated on the OAN identified in the HEDNA which adopts inconsistent and negative
assumptions, contrary to the available evidence to reduce the OAN. The population is growing far faster than
anticipated by the latest sub-national population projections, and yet even if the OAN was calculated on the basis of
these population projections this would produce an unmet need of 8,965 homes (based on the OAN of 27,065 for the
remainder of Buckinghamshire (= 51,051 - 23,986) and the capacity of 18,100 homes identified in the Memorandum of
Understanding, July 2017).
Furthermore, the Luton Local Plan was adopted in November 2017 and this identifies that there is a need for 400
dwellings which relates to Aylesbury Vale, which is not being addressed elsewhere.
As a result, the VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the
rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400). These figures will increase significantly, once the
standardised methodology becomes part of national policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned
for (including through the early review).
This compares to the identified housing requirement in paragraph 1.12 of 27,400 homes. It is therefore clear, that even
if the VALP is submitted in advance of the revised NPPF, it will contain a housing requirement that is 5,950 homes
short of meeting the OAN across the HMA (unless other sites can be identified across the remainder of
Buckinghamshire to contribute to this unmet need). However, in paragraph 3.17 it is identified that it is expected that
28,830 homes will be delivered in the plan period, which reduces the shortfall to 4,334 homes.
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes which is significantly below the minimum OAN of 33,350.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall. This should include the
identification of additional sites now as well as the identification of new settlements through the proposed early review.
Policy S2 identifies that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth will be at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
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Wendover and Haddenham. It then continues to identify that growth adjacent to Milton Keynes will also be allocated.
The Policy also identifies that development at medium villages, including Bierton, will be at a scale in keeping with the
local character and setting.
Whilst this approach is supported, as set out in our representations to Policies S3 and D2, our client retains an
objection to the "downgrading" of Bierton to a medium village which is clearly a sustainable location in close proximity
to Aylesbury and to other new development, i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook). Bierton should therefore be
reclassified to a "larger village" as originally assessed. If the Council are minded to maintain the classification of Bierton
as a medium village the characteristics and context of the settlement should be recognised with a more appropriate
level of growth than that currently proposed in the VALP.
Table 2 identifies the proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development based on the proposals
of Policy S2.
Paragraph 3.20 identifies that the settlement hierarchy including the ranking of settlements identified in
the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017, forms the basis of the proposed distribution
between settlements.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017 identifies that Bierton (which meets 6 criteria)
is more sustainable than Stewkley (5 criteria) and equally as sustainable as Cheddington, Great
Horwood, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville and Weston Turville, and yet each and every
one of these settlements are proposed to receive greater levels of growth.
Indeed, Table 2 indicates that 101 dwellings have already been permitted in the less sustainable
settlement of Stewkley which compares to the 23 permitted in Bierton. This provides a strong indication
that Bierton should receive (or at the very least be allowed to receive) a level of growth commensurate
with its sustainability, in excess of that which has already been proved to be sustainable at the less
sustainable settlement of Stewkley.
Similarly, in some of the equally sustainable settlements, namely Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon and
Newton Longville, the number of dwellings permitted is in excess of that at Bierton and yet additional
allocations are proposed in these settlements. Indeed, Maids Moreton is planned to receive 171
dwellings, Marsh Gibbon is planned to receive 47 and Newton Longville 48, as compared to the 23
dwellings at Bierton.
Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development spatial strategy for growth)
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Pegasus therefore, in accordance with the representations submitted for the 'Draft Plan for Summer
2016 Consultation', continue to object to the "downgrading" of Bierton, which is clearly a sustainable
location and with the development to the south (i.e. Land East of Aylesbury - Kingsbrook) has outline
planning permission for 2,450 homes, 10 hectares of employment land and further development such
as two primary schools and community facilities, thereby providing a range of facilities and services
which will be even closer those provided by Aylesbury only 1.8 miles away.
Paragraph 4.152 identifies that no allocations are made at either Bierton or Weston Turville owing to
their proximity to Aylesbury Garden Town. This does not take account of the impacts of the proposed
allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town which include a highways access in Bierton. Bierton will be
directly affected by the highways impacts associated with large scale residential development, but will
not receive the benefits associated with modest housing provision. This cannot be considered to be
sustainable in terms of the three dimensions of sustainability (providing adverse social, economic and
environmental impacts from the nearby development without any beneficial impacts associated with
these).
As a result of this, the proposed distribution in the VALP does not reflect the sustainability of
settlements. Additional provisions, either in the form of allocations and/or mechanisms to allow
development beyond the settlement envelope should be embedded in the VALP.
It is therefore necessary to provide for development in Bierton commensurate with its size and scale.
On behalf of our client, Pegasus has promoted through the SHLAA and previous representations to the
emerging Local Plan, several sites at Bierton - refs: BIE004, BIE005, HUL004. A location plan is
attached which shows these sites in relation to Bierton. These sites are not subject to any statutory
environmental or landscape designations and nor are they located in any Local Landscape Area or
Area of Attractive Landscape
Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside
between settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not
sufficiently precise. Any development beyond the current built form, including that on allocated sites
(either within the VALP or neighbourhood plans), or as exceptional development (see Policy D4 and
H2 for example) will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the countryside
between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such
development and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development
requirements) being delivered.
Indeed, paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires that such protection is only afforded to valued landscapes.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be
effective as it could be used to undermine the required development.
Summary:

The policy provision is significantly below the minimum OAN and therefore additional mechanisms will
need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall.
Growth at medium villages is supported.
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see summary statement
Legal?
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ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy D2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Policy S2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S3 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.7 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.8 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S9 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Paras 1.11 and 1.12 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
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Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

The HEDNA adopts inconsistent assumptions to reduce the OAN. This is not consistent with the national policy
justified, effective or positive. Once the OAN is consistently calculated the VALP will nee to make provision for
additional supply (including the new settlement/s).
The proposed distribution has also not been agreed with Milton Keynes and is likely to be prejudicial to future delivery
at Milton Keynes. Until the distribution has been agreed between the Councils, the duty to co-operate has not been met.

Change to Plan

The OAN must be recalculated to provide a robust basis for the VALP.
The proposed distribution adjacent to Milton Keynes must be agreed with Milton Keynes Council.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

significant concerns that the approach to considering housing need is flawed and that
there is significantly less capacity in Aylesbury Vale than is being suggested.
The proposed housing target is not considered to be consistent
with NPPF requirements and is not justified by a robust evidence base. Furthermore, the
identified target fails to plan positively for the full extent of housing need in Aylesbury Vale over plan
period. the current approach would artificially constrain growth and doing so exacerbate already
acute housing availability and affordability issues. The housing target proposed in the Local Plan is
therefore considered to be unsound.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

My client wishes to promote their land interest at Land at Winslow Road, Wingrave for residential
development through a site allocation in the VALP. the site represents an achievable, suitable and deliverable
allocation to support the
necessary housing growth for Aylesbury Vale. The proposed development will contribute towards the
Council's housing requirements and potential unmet need from adjacent authorities. site can be
developed within the forthcoming five-year period, which will contribute significantly towards maintaining a
rolling 5-year supply of suitable housing sites throughout the lifetime of the plan.

Change to Plan

We consider that the VALP as drafted does not allocate sites sufficiently and hence it does not comply with
the NPPF. We therefore request the allocation for housing of my client's site at Wingrave.
Object to Policy S2 and Policies Map. Change Required: Allocate additional housing towards
sustainable locations such as Wingrave. Further allocation of the land for housing is requested at
my client's site at Land at Winslow Road, Wingrave.
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
1961b_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

The proposed housing target is not considered to be consistent with the requirements of the NPPF and is not justified
by a robust evidence base. The VALP does not allocate sites sufficiently, hence it doesn't comply with the NPPF and
the target fails to plan positively for the housing need in Aylesbury Vale over the plan period. The current approach
would constrain growth and exacerbate housing availability and affordability issues. The housing target proposed in the
Local Plan is unsound. My client wishes to promote their land at Calvert Green for residential development through a
site allocation in VALP.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy S2: Change Required: Identify increased housing requirements to support the
necessary housing growth for the HMA.
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Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Ms F. Mari [32050]
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Full Text:

N/A

REF: MMO006
VALP Methodology
I moved to Maids Moreton at the end of January 2017. I had been seeking peace and quiet and improved air quality, in
order to recuperate from a long illness. Partly because of this illness, 7 years elapsed before I was able to move, during
which time I consulted a great many planning documents, SHLAAs, minutes from meetings, etc. at all levels of
administration. So, while I am a newcomer to this area, I am more familiar than most with the labyrinthine nature of
strategic planning in the SE of England.
I have recently tried to consider as many documents as possible relating to the VALP but to have to read the equivalent
of a number of academic texts in less than six weeks is an impossibly tall order. In addition to the VALP itself, in its
assorted incarnations, the other significant document in this matter has been Buckingham Town Council's response to
the VALP. (As summarised in the document at (09/12/2017) https://www.buckingham-tc.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/171211-ExFC-Appendix-A-1.pdf ) I here endorse all the objections made in that document,
noting that these objections predominantly focus on a general unsoundness in the VALP.
In addition, I wish to express objections more specifically, under three headings: Community, Services and Facilities,
and Environment and well-being.
Community
Neighbouring places need some neighbourliness between neighbours in lived reality. Not only are the VALP housing
allocations for Buckingham and Maids Moreton distinctly UNneighbourly in their excessiveness (in relation to other,
similarly sized, communities), but these plans are already fostering divisions between both individual neighbours and
between communities. It is also unneighbourly to skew housing matters in favour of landowners and developers rather
than, more properly, in favour of local tax-paying residents. Therefore, I also strongly object to the VALP on the
grounds of unneighbourliness.
Related to this is the matter of planned affordable housing. It should be a matter of some urgency to receive
assurances from AVDC that developers will not use "viability assessments" to reduce agreed allocations. No resident
can truly benefit from such practices, and increased social divisions and inequalities are likely to appear in
consequence, as families fracture and connections are severed. Therefore, I also object to the VALP on the grounds of
inadequate safeguarding of adequate provision for affordable and social housing.
Services and facilities
Contrary to the statement at the VALP para 4.151, Maids Moreton is far from "moderately well served with services and
facilities". None of the three community buildings - church, hall and pub, can currently accommodate all the local
residents. We will all have to go into Buckingham to discuss any problems arising in Maids Moreton. There are no other
local services other than veterinarian. Every local resident must go to Buckingham, or further, to meet their every
domestic need. Local public services are already overstretched: a 60% increase in demand by Maids Moreton residents
for medical, social, and educational services will increase the strain, perhaps to breaking point. All Buckingham
residents will be affected. Local public transport is already inadequate, most particularly for residents of Maids Moreton.
A local bus every 2 hours is a token service at best. The most likely future scenario is a significant increase in personal
car use, on an already inadequate local road system. All Buckingham residents will be affected.
Local health services are also greatly stretched, one indicator being the current waiting time for urgent blood testing.
Again, inadequate health care provision will affect all Buckingham residents.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds of its inadequate plans for supportive infrastructures.
Environment and Well-being
Any development, whatever its size, will result in increased noise, air, and light pollutions, both during construction and
during subsequent occupation. I take little comfort from the VALP paragraphs 8.46 & 47 that residents should not be
"unreasonably" harmed, and would like to have explained exactly what level (and quality) of harm to residents is
considered "reasonable".
Noise and light pollutions infringe on personal privacy, increase stress, interfere with sleep, and therefore negatively
impact on both mental health and physical well being, and so seriously compromise an individual's, or indeed a
community's, quality of life. Again, the VALP offers no assurances: on the one hand much new road building is
mentioned through the document, and yet the writers also, at paras 9.38 and 39, for instance, mention a "less than
significant" impact on air quality, without satisfactorily demonstrating how this will be achieved, nor indeed defining
"significance" in this context.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds it is highly likely to prove physically and mentally injurious as
well as environmentally deleterious.
Concluding remarks.
In conclusion, I must note that the VALP is but one of many such documents across the SE, all hastily contrived, many
riddled with sophistry and obvious opportunism, and all constantly prone to constant abridgement, as with the South
East plan, or multiple revisions, as indeed has been this VALP. This seems to be true at every level of 'strategic'
planning, from the government's own piecemeal and toothless legislation, down to the (always unfinished) work of the
(unpaid and put upon) volunteers who constitute our parish councils. I have no confidence whatever that my needs, or
those of my neighbours, will ever be met by such a shambolic and byzantine system, so open to venality and so lacking
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in real knowledge of and sympathy with real tax-payers.
Summary:

Neighbouring places need some neighbourliness between neighbours in lived reality. Not only are the VALP housing
allocations for Buckingham and Maids Moreton distinctly UNneighbourly in their excessiveness (in relation to other,
similarly sized, communities), but these plans are already fostering divisions between both individual neighbours and
between communities. It is also unneighbourly to skew housing matters in favour of landowners and developers rather
than, more properly, in favour of local tax-paying residents. Therefore, I also strongly object to the VALP on the
grounds of unneighbourliness.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Mari, F. 32050.pdf
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

The policy should be amended to require the delivery of 33,350 homes over the plan period.
The plan should facilitate more housing growth at medium villages and the requirement at medium villages should
therefore be presented as a minimum, and not a ceiling.

Change to Plan

The policy should express that the housing requirement figure for the medium villages is a minimum number.
Policy S2 should be amended to require the delivery of a minimum of 33,350 homes.
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Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 4.151 to 4.154 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_12 SLP.PDF
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) H6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S2 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_11A Framework.pdf
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Respondent: Society of Merchant Ventures [32202]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Society of Merchant Venturers, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

The Government's proposed new formula for calculating OAN demonstrates that Aylesbury's housing need is 1,499
dpa, a 55% increase from that currently assessed. We recommend that it would be more appropriate to re-assess and
provide for the full OAN in this Plan as a number of these 'elements' are already known and reveal a significant
increase in the housing requirement. Accordingly, the Plan in its current form fails to assist in accommodating the
expected housing need for Aylesbury Vale and is therefore unsound.
See further details in the attached covering letter.

Change to Plan

We consider that the SMV's additional land at Cheddington can be brought forward to help assist the Council to meet
this housing shortfall, in accordance with the settlement hierarchy.
See further details in the attached covering letter.
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Attachments:
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Table 2.pdf
2000_Redacted.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy S9.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy S2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

CSP objects to this policy on the basis that it derives from a calculated level of Objectively Assessed Need ('OAN') for
the District itself, of only 19,400 dwellings (970 per annum), plus 8,000 unmet need from other districts to the south.
According to paragraph 1.48 of the draft VALP, completions over the past 5 years have averaged 1,127 dwellings per
annum. Therefore, in effect the VALP is planning for a reduction in development, rather than the significant 'boost' that
is necessary, pursuant to NPPF Paragraph 47.

Change to Plan

Objection to Policy S2 (in relation to strategic housing requirements) Our proposal is that either: (a) the VALP is
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amended to include at least 1,800 dpa and the additional allocations required, or; (b) alternatively, the VALP is more
clearly framed as an 'interim plan' with a positive mechanism embedded in policy to accommodate significantly
increased levels of OAHN, up from 970 per annum to 1,499 (excluding unmet need). An interim plan can only be
acceptable where a policy mechanism allows for at least 1,800 dpa from 2021/22;
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Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]
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Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

we do not consider that it is appropriate to introduce site-specific allocation policies for additional growth at
Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover. Rather, these should be addressed by means of Neighbourhood Plan reviews
which take account of the overall higher development requirement.

Change to Plan

Objection to Policy S2 (in relation to site-specifics) Changes sought: (ii) reference to Milton Keynes in the preliminary
descriptive paragraph: The primary focus of strategic levels of growth and investment will be at Aylesbury, and adjacent
to the strategic settlement of Milton Keynes. and There will be further significant development at Buckingham, Winslow,
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Wendover and Haddenham supported by growth at other larger, medium and smaller villages. The strategy also
allocates growth at a site adjacent to Milton Keynes which reflects its status as a strategic settlement, albeit not within
Aylesbury Vale District. The spatial distribution will be as set out below. (ii) modification to criterion (b) relating to
Buckingham, as follows: Buckingham will accommodate 2,359 new homes. significant growth to 2033 with this VALP
making provision for a minimum of 1,800 new homes in line with the made Buckingham Neighbourhood Development
Plan. This growth will enhance the town centre and its function as a market town, and will support sustainable
economic growth in the north of the district. Additional planned growth will be considered during the later part of the
plan period as part of a full review of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. (iii) modification to criterion (d) relating to
Winslow, as follows: Winslow will accommodate significant growth to 2033, with this VALP making provision for
approximately 880 1,166 new homes in line with the made Winslow Neighbourhood Development Plan. Additional
planned growth, linked with the development of East-West Rail and the new railway station in Winslow, will be
considered during the later part of the plan period as part of a full review of the Neighbourhood Development Plan. (iv)
replacement of criterion (e) relating to Wendover, to read as follows: Wendover is envisaged to accommodate
significant development during the plan period and opportunities to achieve this will arise later through an early review
of the VALP. This will include a full review of Halton Camp's potential to accommodate a range of different uses,
including (in the first instance) replacement employment to compensate for the loss of RAF jobs, and also a full review
of the environmental constraints of the surrounding AONB and Green Belt land. This will consider the appropriateness
of development being permitted on this area of Green Belt and if exceptional circumstances exist to remove all or part
of Halton Camp from the Green Belt. (vi) modification to criterion (f) relating to sites adjacent to Milton Keynes. This
policy should be amended to state: Land within Aylesbury Vale adjacent to Milton Keynes will make provision for at
least 4,000 homes, primarily on two strategic sites.2,212 homes on a number of sites.
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Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
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Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
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Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

In the previous draft of the VALP, Shenley Park had been put forward as an allocation for up to 2,000 dwellings,
recognising its sustainable location, the capacity of the site and its environment and surrounding landscapes to
accommodate development sensitively, and its ability to consistently deliver housing through the plan period in tandem
with infrastructure.
As set out in the supporting Technical Appendices, the basis for the omission of the site in the Submission Draft VALP
is confused and contradictory, and is not justified by a rational and reasoned understanding of evidence, as is required
by the NPPF.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2042

Object

3. Strategic

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Proposed re-inclusion of the site in the VALP
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2043

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Plan does not provide growth to match Government housing figure.
No land is allocated in Wendover Parish so plan does not reflect strategy in S"
Halton Camp is not in Wendover Parish.
Like land being removed from the Green Belt elsewhere the same should happen for our site west of the canal and
south of Halton Lane.
The Halton Camp site is not deliverable.

Change to Plan

Allocate our land east of Wendover

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2060

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Full Text:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

Summary:

cannot be said to be sound on the basis of its over-reliance in
strategic delivery at Aylesbury Town which fails to represent the most appropriate
strategy in the circumstances. This includes potential constraints to delivery at
the strategic sites from key milestones in the identified schemes, such as the
timing for the delivery of key elements of infrastructure such as roads, utilities and
schools etc. This leads to uncertainty in delivery and the strategy should be
revised in order to provide for additional housing allocations at a smaller to
medium size housing sites both within Aylesbury itself and surrounding
settlements.

Change to Plan

Please see suggested changes as set out in our accompanying submissions.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
2071_Redacted.pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: CEG [32243]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client CEG, please find attached our response to the Local Plan

Summary:

That the FOAN for the district contained within the Local Plan is fundamentally too low. Further that the housing
requirement for the district should be expressed as a minimum and that land north of Aylesbury Road, Wendover must
be allocated for housing.

Change to Plan

see summary statement

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy T6.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Para 3.78 to 3.80_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part2.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy S2_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H7_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part3.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part1_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H6_Redacted.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the statements in clauses g. and h. of Policy S2 that housing growth will be at a scale in keeping with local
character, and the explanation in paragraph 3.20 that the allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of
the settlement to accommodate housing growth rather than a blanket percentage increase on housing stock as was
previously proposed in the draft Plan and which we queried.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2202

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

We are pleased to see that many allocation descriptions that are at risk of flooding in
the local plan refer the reader to the SFRA level 2 for more detailed advice. Please can
you ensure that all the allocation descriptions refer to the SFRA level 2 if they are at riskof flooding.

Change to Plan

Please can
you ensure that all the allocation descriptions refer to the SFRA level 2 if they are at riskof flooding.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

Given that 30% pf the housing growth proposed in the submission VALP is a requirement of the need to meet
neighbouring authorities' unmet need it is logical that this should be delivered in areas closest to where that need
arises.. Of the strategic settlements Haddenham and Wendover are closest to the areas with unmet need whilst
Winslow and Buckingham are farthest away.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 ]VALP response 121217 Cov Ltr.pdf
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 NBPPC DRAFT FULL REPRESENTATION TO THE SUBMISSION VALP FINAL.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Please be aware that in order for all site allocations to be deliverable, any sites with
watercourses will need to comply with the emerging local plan policy BE3 River and
stream corridors. This policy incudes a 10m ecological buffer to be in place from the top
of the river bank. This ecological buffer zone should be free from development.

Change to Plan

Please be aware that in order for all site allocations to be deliverable, any sites with
watercourses will need to comply with the emerging local plan policy BE3 River and
stream corridors. This policy incudes a 10m ecological buffer to be in place from the top
of the river bank. This ecological buffer zone should be free from development.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The amount of housing proposed to the south of Aylesbury is far too high. The plan will lead to more local traffic
particularly at peak times. The location of large housing development which do not have sufficient public transport links
will ensure very high car usage and make the problem worse. The expected jobs are no more than allocations on a
drawing.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2250_Redacted.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: DIO [32332]

Agent:

Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENT

Summary:

RAF Halton can play a far greater role in housing delivery by providing the right homes in the right places and building
homes faster. Policy S2 should be amended to recognise the potential to realise the full residential development
potential of the site through the development of a masterplan SPD.

Change to Plan

RAF Halton can play a far greater role in housing delivery by providing the right homes in the right places and building
homes faster. Policy S2 should be amended to recognise the potential to realise the full residential development
potential of the site through the development of a masterplan SPD.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Byrne, Tim 29946 (DIO) 14.12.2017 JLL Final Reps Letter - AVDC Draft Local Plan DIO_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2271

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: IM Land [32247]

Agent:

Full Text:

Turley Associates (Ms. Hannah Bowler) [32248]

Please find attached full representation letter and appendices.
Our Client is actively promoting sites within the other Buckinghamshire Authorities (Wycombe, South Bucks and
Chiltern) through the respective Local Plan processes, and consider that the sites being put forward are suitable,
available and deliverable within the Plan period and can contribute towards meeting the respective authorities OAN.
On the basis that questions are being raised over whether there is a demonstrable requirement for AVDC ,to plan and
deliver for such a significant number of new homes above its own OAN, we consider that the southern authorities
should be requested to demonstrate robustly that it has exhausted all opportunities for accommodating development
with their own boundaries especially given there is considerable evidence (both our Client's and the Council's own
evidence in some cases) to demonstrate that there are additional sites that could be allocated to reduce the quantum
of unmet need.
Whilst the South Bucks and Chiltern Joint Local Plan has been delayed, the Wycombe District Local Plan is
progressing alongside the same timescales of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan. As such it is important that this
matter is addressed prior to submission to the Secretary of State in order to ensure that both authorities meet the tests
of soundness identified with paragraph 182 of the Framework.

Summary:

On the basis that questions are being raised over whether there is a demonstrable requirement for AVDC ,to plan and
deliver for such a significant number of new homes above its own OAN, we consider that the southern authorities
should be requested to demonstrate robustly that it has exhausted all opportunities for accommodating development
with their own boundaries especially given there is considerable evidence (both our Client's and the Council's own
evidence in some cases) to demonstrate that there are additional sites that could be allocated to reduce the quantum
of unmet need.

Change to Plan

Please see written representations

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Bowler, Hannah 32248, IM Land Reps with appendices_compressed_Redacted.pdf
Bowler, Hannah 32248, IM Land Form_Redacted.pdf
Bowler, Hannah 32248, IM Land Representations to Submission Version of AVDC Local Plan
Final_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2333

Object

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

We consider that the HEDNA is not robust and the objectively assessed housing need figure should be higher than
currently proposed in PSVALP. As such, we consider that additional land needs to be allocated in sustainable locations
to meet the higher housing requirement.
The DLP Report, submitted with these representations, concludes the HEDNA requirement too low both when
compared to the official projections and other economic forecasts. The DLP Report demonstrates that depending on
the Memorandum of Agreement the housing requirement for VALP is between 1,677 dpa and 1,780 dpa or between
33,459 and 35,600 for the plan period.

Change to Plan

We request that Policy S2 includes a reference to further development at land to the South West of Milton Keynes,
including the allocation of Site Ref. NLV020.
We request that references to redevelopment at RAF Halton is deleted from Policy S2 until further work has been
undertaken on the impact of development on the Green Belt and the availability and deliverability of the site for
development are confirmed.
We request that Policy S2 is amended to make provision for the delivery of a minimum of 35,600 net additional
dwellings in the period to 2033.
Consequent amendments should be made to paragraph 3.13, Tables 1 and 2 to reflect the above.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2333
3. Strategic

Object
S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

HS2 and ecological mitigation
The local planning authority needs to confirm that none of the allocated sites conflict
with sites allocated by HS2 for ecological mitigation proposals.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

The local planning authority needs to confirm that none of the allocated sites conflict
with sites allocated by HS2 for ecological mitigation proposals.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.
Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.
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Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the
limitation of development within the Town which accords with the great
majority of views expressed by the public.
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Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We seek clarification of the phrase "around 1128". If 128 are already approved, and
1000 are to go to RAF Halton, then the figure should simply be 1128, and the word
"around" deleted. It is also stated in text and in the FAQs produced by AVDC that the
figure of 1000 is a conservative estimate. This adds to the confusion
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]
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Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Without up-to-date modelling for the following sites: WTV018 'Woodlands', BIE022
'Land at Manor Farm' and STO016 'Land South West of Aylesbury, we can't be
satisfied that there is sufficient land available in Flood Zone 1 to accommodate the
level/quantum of development proposed.
Therefore we can't see how the conclusion has been reached that the second part of
the exception test has been passed for this site

Change to Plan

Sites WTV018 'Woodlands', BIE022 'Land at Manor Farm' and STO016 'Land South
West of Aylesbury need to show that they pass the second part of the exception test
at planning application stage with up to date site specific modelling.
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Respondent: Mrs L Bartlett [32372]
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Full Text:

N/A

I understand that the Council is consulting on the VALP before it is submitted, and would like to register an objection to
allocations BUC043 and BUC046 in Buckingham.
As we already have a Neighbourhood Plan in place, Buckingham has planned its development in agreement with
residents and was set to build 600 houses over the next 5-7 years. These additional sites will tip the balance towards
overdevelopments, and I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure will not be in place in time.
I am also alarmed to hear that the Council decided to remove a large site near Milton Keynes from the VALP, while
keeping our two allocations in. Most local people commute in that direction anyway, so I believe it would make far more
sense to have that development instead of these unwanted ones.

Summary:
I am also alarmed to hear that the Council decided to remove a large site near Milton Keynes from the VALP, while
keeping our two allocations in Buckingham. Most local people commute in that direction anyway, so I believe it would
make far more sense to have that development instead of these unwanted ones.
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Full Text:

Please accept this letter as an objection to the 170 houses in Maids Moreton.
I appreciate that there is a need for housing, but it is unfair to expect the village to accept a 60% increase in its
population. Buckingham is already taking a huge increase in development and this proposal will make the associated
traffic and parking problems in the local area even worse.
I gather that the Council has planned to put 2,000 houses to the south west of Milton Keynes, but then changed its
mind. This idea should be reconsidered to reduce the burden on our small village.

Summary:

I gather that the Council has planned to put 2,000 houses to the south west of Milton Keynes, but then changed its
mind. This idea should be reconsidered to reduce the burden on our small village.
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Full Text:

I am writing with regard to the current consultation on the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
As a resident pf Buckingham, I would like to express my opposition to the VALP in its current form as it attempts to
over-ride our Neighbourhood Plan by allocating two additional sites in the town which have not been agreed by
residents. A great deal of time, effort and money went into the creation of our Neighbourhood Plan, which under
national planning policy is supposed to be respected by local authorities when making decisions on development.
The two additional developments will create a surge of development in Buckingham when existing planning permission
and allocation are taken into account. Aside from being unfair on residents, I do not believe there is a proper
infrastructure plan in place to accommodate such growth.
I believe local residents would be better served if the Council were to respect our adopted Neighbourhood Plan and
consider re-allocating the site close to Milton Keynes for 2000 homes, instead of burdening us with all this development.

Summary:

.
I believe local residents would be better served if the Council were to respect our adopted Neighbourhood Plan and
consider re-allocating the site close to Milton Keynes for 2000 homes, instead of burdening us with all this development.
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]
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Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
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Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Aylesbury related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

Hallam Land Management has substantial concerns regarding the scale of development proposed in in Policy S2 which does not accord with OAN of the District or make adequate allowance for the unmet needs of other districts in
accordance with the Duty to Co-operate.
Moreover HLM is concerned that the provision made for Buckingham in particular but also potentially Aylesbury is not
positively prepared or effective in terms of meeting the aspirations of the Plan. The provision should be increased.

Change to Plan

In light of the above it is not considered that the Buckinghamshire HEDNA or VALP provide a basis for a sound plan.
Bringing all the evidence together DLP Planning consider that a suitable Housing Requirement for AVDC would be
33,500-35,600 dwellings. This still makes no allowance for unmet needs from beyond the Buckinghamshire HMA.
On the basis of the above, Hallam Land Management consider that the Spatial Strategy for Growth should be also be
reviewed such that the Draft housing requirements in Aylesbury and Buckingham set out in Policy S2 be increased to
reflect the higher levels of OAN etc, the strong aspirations for robust and vibrant growth of the towns, and the evidence
of available opportunities whether in the form of additional sites that properly should be regarded as suitable (in the
case of Aylesbury) and important to the delivery of the Garden Town vision/infrastructure requirements of the vision or
to reflect opportunities already found to be suitable in the HELAA (in the case of Buckingham).
Provisionally the expected growth in Buckingham should be increased from 2359 new homes to 3,000-3,500 new
homes in the Plan period.
Provisionally the expected growth in Aylesbury should be increased from 16,398 new homes to at least 18,500 new
homes in the Plan period.
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Full Text:

I am writing to register my objection to the allocation of sites BUC046 and BUC043 in the Local Plan.
As I understand it the former was subject to a planning inquiry and previously opposed by the district council, and the
latter is simply too far away from the town centre to be sustainable in the long term. Considering that these sites were
also rejected during the creation of our neighbourhood plan, I cannot see how their inclusion can be considered justified.
It would be far more sensible to allocate housing close to Milton Keynes, for example on the site to the south west
which seems to have come out of this version of the plan. As it can accommodate 2000 houses, this would
substantially reduce the burden on Buckingham residents and renew our confidence that the council respects our views.
I hope Aylesbury Vale Council will reconsider its decision on these sites before the plan is adopted.

Summary:

It would be far more sensible to allocate housing close to Milton Keynes, for example on the site to the south west
which seems to have come out of this version of the plan. As it can accommodate 2000 houses, this would
substantially reduce the burden on Buckingham residents and renew our confidence that the council respects our views.
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Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

There is internal in consistency within the VALP. The allocation of two new sites in Buckingham is inconsistent with
other strategic policies within VALP. It is submitted that the inconsistency makes it unsound, as the lack of apparent
consideration as to whether there are other suitable sites consistent with the Plan. This might question why
Buckingham is allocated such a high proportion of new housing, while such serious constraints with sewerage system
remain an issue. The phasing of sites doesn't seem to accord with the information regarding the Water Cycle Study.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

Why is Buckingham is allocated such a high proportion of new housing, while such serious constraints with sewerage
system remain an issue. The phasing of sites doesn't seem to accord with the information regarding the Water Cycle
Study.
If Buckingham is to remain a strategic settlement, a clearer policy as to how to upgrade WwTw needs to be provided if
deliverability and viability issues are to be met, and to justify the additional allocation within the deliverability timescale
set out.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Not Specified
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Stuchbury, Robin 32366, Buckingham Town Council 31945 - Final Buckingham Town Council response.pdf
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Respondent: O&H Properties Ltd. [32236]

Agent:

Full Text:

David Lock Associates (Heather Pugh) [29341]

O&H made representations regarding the proposed scale of growth proposed within the Draft VALP (Summer
2016). This proposed a scale of growth totalling 33,300 homes to 2033; however O&H noted in its representations
that the overall growth identified fell short of that required to meet all unmet need, including that of Milton Keynes.
It is therefore very disappointing that Aylesbury Vale are currently proposing a substantially reduced scale of
growth from that proposed in the Summer 2016 Draft Plan, despite the growing body of evidence which clearly
documents the need for significantly increased growth. O&H note that the Proposed Submission VALP now proposes a
substantially lower level of growth than that previously proposed (27,400). The Proposed Submission VALP has sought
to justify this for the following reasons:
A reduction in objectively-assessed needs for the whole housing market area (Buckinghamshire Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA); and
A reduction in unmet need to be accommodated from Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire (both due to updated
HEDNA assessments and neighbouring authorities finding additional sites);
O&H does not agree that the reasoning for the reduction in growth now proposed is sound, on the basis of the following:
Aylesbury Vale sits within an excellent strategic position at the heart of the Oxford - Milton Keynes - Cambridge arc
which is recognised as a nationally significant growth corridor. This is emphasised by the Government's recent
announcement through the Autumn 2017 Budget of the intention to deliver 1,000,000 new homes by 2050 within this
arc;
The updated HEDNA identifies that the base point for the housing projections is the 2014 based CLG statistics that
recognise that the starting point to calculating housing need for Aylesbury Vale only (not taking into account of
affordable housing, employment pressures or unmet need from other authorities) is 21,028;
O&H and others raised concerns that the level of growth suggested within Aylesbury Vale in the Draft VALP Summer
2016 Plan did not adequately take into account the unmet need arising from adjacent districts including Milton Keynes.
This issue remains unaddressed within the Proposed Submission VALP;
The Draft Housing Need Methodology (HNM) published by DCLG in Autumn 2017 proposes a new formula as the
base point for all LPAs to assess their own housing need. Based on this formula, an indicative OAN figure of 1,499
dwellings per year is the identified baseline need for Aylesbury. When considered across a 20-year plan period, this
translates to an approximate need of 29,980 dwellings over the life of the Local Plan merely to meet its own needs.
Notwithstanding the commitment by DCLG which grants immunity to authorities from applying this formula to published
plans that are submitted for examination prior to the end of March 2017, this places significant doubt on the validity of
the Buckinghamshire HEDNA. This document relies on a substantial reduction in need when considered against the
CLG 2014 household projections, through local adjustment factors (including perceived over-estimation of growth
outlined within the sub-national population projections).
This approach to reducing the overall housing requirement is contrary to the fundamental objective of the National
Planning Policy Framework (Paragraph 47) to boost significantly the supply of housing, and ensuring that the Local
Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs in the housing market area.
O&H consider that the housing shortage which is both acute and well-documented within Aylesbury Vale and the wider
region is failed to be addressed within a Local Plan document that is intended to guide development through to 2033.
Whilst O&H welcome the use of more up-to-date household projections (2014) as suggested in representations made
at the previous stage, it is considered that once unmet needs of all neighbouring authorities and an allowance for
market signals as per the advice in the Planning Practice Guidance is made, then the housing requirement in Policy S2
of the local plan will need to be significantly increased over and above the currently proposed provision of 27,400 new
homes.
Policy Commitment to an Early Local Plan Review
The VALP itself acknowledges (para 3.15) that the Council "fully anticipate the need to carry out an early review of
VALP" to take account of the new Housing Need Methodology on calculating housing need and the impact of major
strategic projects such as the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
O&H are wholly supportive of an early review of the VALP to take into account the need to plan for the above.
This would also enable AVDC to meet the Government's intentions set out within the Housing White Paper A.93, that
expects local planning authorities make the most of the opportunities for new housing unlocked by investment in new
infrastructure.
However, we consider that unless the authority is compelled through a commitment in policy to undertake such a
review (within a specified timescale linked to key dates), the VALP will not be effective. Experience in the adjacent
authority of Milton Keynes suggests that despite a stated intention to undertake an early local plan review - an intention
which convinced the Inspector to recommend the original plan moved to adoption - because no fixed requirement was
embedded in policy wording to undertake the review by a certain date, the local plan review failed to take place for
several years.
Furthermore, we are concerned that without commitment to an early review, some current development allocations
within the District have the potential to frustrate or prejudice the ability for strategic infrastructure to be delivered in a
way which aligns with the delivery of the higher levels of growth planned through the current NIC/DCLG
recommendations and emerging Corridor-wide growth strategy.
O&H therefore considers that without a commitment to an early review embedded in Policy S2 which commits to a
review of (a) the scale of growth proposed and (b) the current approach to the spatial direction of this growth, then
Policy S2 fails to be sound, positively prepared or effective.
Strategy for Growth the North of the District
O&H note that a key aim of Policy S2 is that the "primary focus of strategic levels of growth and investment will be at
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Aylesbury, and development at Buckingham, Winslow, Wendover and Haddenham supported by growth at other large
medium and smaller villages."
As indicated in Table 1, only a total of 582 dwellings are allocated towards Medium and Larger Villages (as defined by a
hierarchy) across the Local Plan period. It is therefore clear that growth at these villages is both minor and incremental
(5% of the allocated development) and therefore development in large and medium villages does not form a constituent
part of the strategy for growth.
It is noted that that Salden Chase, the strategic development to the south west of the A421 and Milton Keynes, is
included as an allocation, but that the proposed allocation to the west of Milton Keynes (land at Whaddon, which
directly borders Milton Keynes Council area) has been removed. We also note that despite the resolution by AVDC to
grant permission for Salden Chase in June 2017, no agreement has been reached between the two authorities on the
appropriateness of these strategic allocations (with Milton Keynes Council maintaining opposition) nor has any joint or
co-operative strategic planning yet taken place in relation to the proximity of this area to the unlocking of strategic
growth potential by East West Rail infrastructure or the O2C Expressway.
Similarly, O&H also note that the needs of the cross-border housing market area between the two administrative areas
of Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes remain unresolved in this Plan and have neither been quantified nor agreed
between the two authorities.
O&H considers that joint working on a cross-boundary growth strategy for this area - which includes land north and
south of the A421 and the East West rail line and land adjacent to the existing built area of Milton Keynes - should form
an explicit element of an early local plan review and be set out as such within Policy S2. This will demonstrate the
Council's clear intention to respond to the government requirement to link strategic growth with infrastructure
investment, and allow proper and timely consideration of the issues pertaining to this part of the District.
Buffer
Paragraph 3.17 outlines that the development strategy for the District and the allocations therein represent a 5.9%
buffer on top of the requirements to meet the District's own objectively assessed needs. O&H does not agree with
Aylesbury's assessment nor with the proposed 5.9% buffer that has been applied to the Proposed Submission Plan.
Aylesbury Vale has acknowledged in its own Housing Supply papers that the historic under-supply of housing has been
a problem, and has until recently applied a 20% buffer to its five-year housing supply. We consider that this 20% buffer
should remain in force for the duration of this local plan in order to ensure delivery rates can be improved and a
sufficient range and scale of development allocations remains in place for the duration of the plan.
Summary:

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

The overall level of growth is too given the Oxford-Cambridge arc; the HEDNA identifies the starting point is 21,028
homes; it does not make adequate provision for unmet need; and the draft housing need methodology gives an annual
figure of 1,499 homes placing doubt on the validity of the Bucks HEDNA. Policy S2 should contain a commitment to an
early review of the scale of proposed growth and the spatial distribution. Joint working on a cross-boundary growth
strategy for the north of the district should be part of the review. A 20% buffer should apply for the whole plan period.
Changes to strategy for growth in the north of the district
Significant alterations to scale of growth proposed
Policy commitment to early review
Other matters as raised in the full representation
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, iii, iv

Attachments:
O&H Properties Ltd 32236 RESPONSE FORM FOR O&H - Individual Reps - S2.pdf
2646b_Redacted.pdf
2646a_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

Whilst the SA Report refers to the Council adopting a capacity led approach for smaller settlements based on suitable
sites in sustainable locations, this does not appear to have been translated into the policy within the Proposed
Submission VALP. Further consideration should also be given to planning growth and allocations in locations where
there are existing prospects and opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. CAL003 should have been
considered 'suitable' to improve the sustainability of the existing village and provide AVDC an opportunity to increase
their housing numbers to compensate for the underestimated OAN and uncertainty over the plan period.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.

Officer note: see attachment for full representation
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Attachments:
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood LaSalle Land Limited Partnership [32397]
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WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, is not
justified, nor consistent with national policy.
Draft Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet
needs from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to
27,400, which includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A
reduction in the housing requirements is strongly objected to as it is not considered to be sound in the context of the
current national housing crisis and the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September 2017) shows a
significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per annum to 1,499
dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 additional dwellings over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
Part f. of Policy S2 for the allocation of land within Aylesbury Vale but adjacent to Milton Keynes for 2,212 new
dwellings is supported in principle. However, in light of the previous comments, it is considered that the existing
allocation has the potential to be extended further south to create a larger sustainable urban extension to the South
West of Milton Keynes, incorporating our clients' land interests. This would contribute significantly towards higher
growth levels within the District and is ideally located within close proximity of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Corridor, the Milton Keynes growth area and proposed new transport infrastructure.
It is requested that the Hearing Inspector for the Examination of the Proposed Submission seeks further work in
respect of the housing targets contained within Policy S2, as currently this is neither positively prepared "based on a
strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.."(NPPF paragraph 182,
my emphasis), justified in light of the findings of the National Infrastructure Commission Interim Report and the planned
infrastructure in the area, nor consistent with national policy which seeks to significantly boost housing supply.

Summary:

This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale.

Change to Plan

Please see our detailed representations relating to Policy S2 submitted alongside the response form.
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Attachments:
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S2 Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Oxfordshire County Council (John Disley) [32402]
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Full Text:

N/A

Oxfordshire County Councils' Response to the Pre-submission Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Overall Position:
1. Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) supports Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) in its aim of adopting a new
Local Plan and is supportive of the scale of growth being planned for.
2. However, we have some concerns that the draft VALP as currently written would be unsound in relation to the
provision for supporting transport infrastructure. At this stage, we are not satisfied that:
i. The impacts of proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale on the highway network within Oxfordshire have been fully
assessed, taking account of already planned and proposed growth within Oxfordshire and the infrastructure options
being planned to support it;
ii. Necessary mitigation measures have been identified and costed; and
iii. Funding will be forthcoming when needed to deliver the infrastructure matched to the proposed growth.
3. We reiterate our willingness to be involved in additional work, the outcome of which is likely to require amendments
to local plan policy and/or text and additions to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).
4. We would be pleased to be party to a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between AVDC, Buckinghamshire
County Council (BCC), Oxfordshire County Council and Cherwell District Council which sets out how the councils will
collaborate on a programme of transport work, including consideration of the A41 corridor as a priority. We are also
willing to be party to a separate MoU between AVDC, BCC, OCC, South Oxfordshire District Council and Wycombe
District Council setting out how impacts of planned growth within Buckinghamshire on the highway network within
South Oxfordshire have been assessed and how necessary mitigation measures will be funded and delivered.
5. We will continue to work with Aylesbury Vale on National Infrastructure projects of joint interest, namely East-West
Rail and the Oxford -Cambridge Expressway.
Proposed Scale and Distribution of Growth:
6. OCC supports the draft VALP in seeking to accommodate the district's own identified housing needs in full and make
provision for unmet needs from other Buckinghamshire districts. This will result in unmet need being provided for within
the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) so it will not be necessary to look outside to Oxfordshire.
7. We also have no objection in principle to the significant scale of employment land supply identified within the district.
The surplus land will help make up shortfalls in neighbouring Buckinghamshire authorities and provide sufficient
employment land for the wider Functional Economic Market Area. This will help to grow the sub-regional economy,
helping to enhance the reputation of the southern end of the Oxford-Cambridge corridor as an attractive place to invest.
8. We support in principle the spatial strategy which is based on focusing growth and investment primarily at Aylesbury
where it can take advantage of East-West Rail, with further strategic development sites at Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, provided that the impacts of proposed growth on the Oxfordshire highway network are fully
assessed and the VALP contains policies and proposals to deliver necessary mitigation measures
Implications of Strategic Transport Infrastructure Proposed for the Oxford-Cambridge Corridor:
9. We support draft policy T2 which seeks to ensure that new development does not prejudice the implementation of
East West rail project, including new stations and twin tracking to the south of Aylesbury. Closing the gap between
Aylesbury and Princes Risborough will increase the viability of East West Rail by improving north-south connectivity
and provide potential opportunities for future growth
10. We also support policy T3 which sets out AVDC's support for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, which will open
opportunities for growth as outlined in the recent NIC report ,and commits to protecting the scheme route once it is
agreed and further information is available. We agree that the implications of the route should be taken into account in
an early review of the Plan.
11. OCC will continue to work with AVDC and other partners on priority infrastructure projects to improve connectivity
across the Oxford - Cambridge corridor, and to collaborate in developing a long term vision for Oxford-Cambridge arc.
Local Transport Infrastructure:
12. It is essential that there is a full understanding of the transport infrastructure required to support the VALP
development proposals, including within surrounding areas and the local plan contains effective policies to deliver
necessary infrastructure schemes. It is disappointing that to date very little work on cross-boundary transport impacts
has been undertaken. However, it is encouraging that a programme of additional work has recently been agreed in
principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding.
A41 Corridor
14. The A41 is the main east-west route through Aylesbury, connecting to Bicester and providing indirect access to the
M40 via the A34. In our response to consultation at the VALP Preferred Options stage, OCC requested that it be invited
to work with AVDC and Buckinghamshire Councils under the duty to cooperate as the Local Plan evidence base is
developed, to ensure that transport work takes account of significant growth proposals within Oxfordshire and the
strategic infrastructure schemes identified or being explored to support it, particularly growth at Bicester and Thame.
However, we have not been involved in modelling and related transport discussions and are concerned that insufficient
attention has been paid to our comments submitted in response to consultation on the Aylesbury and Buckingham
Transport Strategies.
15. It is not clear what assumptions have been included in the Buckinghamshire Transport modelling work 3 for
planned growth at Bicester Garden Town and the strategic infrastructure options being explored to support it. The
impact on the A41 corridor of growth generated by development proposals in the VALP will change depending on the
transport scenarios tested e.g. with Bicester South East Perimeter Road and Eastern perimeter route dualling. We
would be pleased to provide more information on these schemes, as set out in our Local Transport Plan 2015-2031 and
2017 Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy (OxIS).
16. Further work is needed for the A41 corridor to provide more detailed analysis of the various scenarios in the
Bicester area to assess the impact of VALP growth within Cherwell. A transport strategy for mitigating impacts on the
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A41 in the vicinity of Bicester will need to be developed and referenced in the VALP and accompanying IDP; this
should include the phasing and funding of necessary transport improvements.
A418 corridor/Thame Roundabout
17. OCC also has concerns about the capacity of the A418 from Aylesbury which links through to the M40 and A40
through Oxfordshire. In particular, that increased cross-boundary traffic flows generated by growth proposed at
Haddenham (now 315 new homes) in combination with growth planned at Thame in South Oxfordshire and at Princes
Risborough in Wycombe District would have unacceptable impacts on the Oxfordshire highway network, particularly at
the A418 and A4129 roundabout on the edge of Thame. There are no references in the draft VALP and IDP to transport
mitigation measures within Oxfordshire.
18. The draft Plan states that Haddenham is two miles from Thame which has a wider range of shops and services.
Thame also offers employment opportunities and has the closest secondary school to Haddenham. It is therefore
essential that sustainable modes of travel between Haddenham and Thame are also evaluated and improved to
provide more opportunities for alternatives to car travel and minimise the impact on the Oxfordshire road network.
19. We understand that BCC modelling results to date show there is an issue at Thame roundabout resulting from
proposed development in Aylesbury and Haddenham. One area of work that needs to be addressed is what sort of
scheme may be needed at the roundabout, what the cost is and how it is to be funded - the issue of how mitigation
measures are identified, costed and funded needs to be resolved. This requires additional work which should be
undertaken jointly, so we welcome the proposals for an early review and wish to be involved.
Soundness Issue: Further work is required on the transport and infrastructure evidence supporting the draft VALP, the
outcome of which is likely to require amendments to the draft plan and IDP to set out necessary transport mitigation
measures within Oxfordshire and how they are to be funded.
Education provision:
20. There is significant movement of pupils across the Oxfordshire-Aylesbury Vale boundary, especially at secondary
level. Some Aylesbury Vale villages lie within the designated areas of Oxfordshire schools such as Lord Williams's
School in
Thame and Wheatley Park School and families in many other settlements, especially Haddenham, choose Oxfordshire
schools.
21. The IDP sets out proposals for new and expanded schools in Aylesbury Vale. The scale of expansion appears
broadly in line with the expected population growth. Continued liaison between AVDC, Buckinghamshire County
Council and OCC will be necessary to monitor the supply of, and demand for, school places on both sides of the county
boundary, and in particular regarding the phasing of school capacity expansion.
Detailed comments on the current Proposed-Submission Document
Main document:
22. Para 7.4 'Buckinghamshire County-wide Traffic Model Phase 3' states "a third phase of modelling focused on
producing the revised Local Plan development scenario. In addition a set of mitigation schemes were tested in order to
try and mitigate any impacts arising from the Local Plan development in terms of increased congestion and travel time.
The model also considered traffic flows on strategic routes outside of the county." However, it is not clear how traffic
flows on strategic routes outside of the county were considered.
23. Policy T1: 'Delivering the sustainable transport vision' does not mention OCC as a partner and lacks detail about
the schemes or evidence base.
24. Policy T6 Cycle routes - refers to county-wide and local strategies but does not appear to consider cross-boundary
opportunities.
Duty to Cooperate Paper:
25. The Duty to Cooperate paper confirms that no transport evidence base has been obtained from Oxfordshire County
Council. Whilst OCC is listed as a strategic partner in the document, reference to OCC is absent from the transport
action (section 4) to undertake countywide transport modelling in order to identify cross-boundary impacts of growth
and assess strategic mitigation.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
26. In the Buckingham Transport Strategy at para 4.31, "Promotion of Bicester North railway station as a means of
accessing London" is listed as a key infrastructure investment. It is unclear whether the traffic impact of this has been
assessed, or how this is changing with the development of EWR and Winslow Station.
27. Para 4.35 the IDP refers to Primary Public Transport Corridors (PPTCs) including the A41 Bicester Road. At
Appendix A 1.3 Transport and Highways - Long Term 2023-2033, the following scheme is listed although OCC
understands this would not extend into Oxfordshire and would only cover the immediate vicinity around Aylesbury. Our
preference would be for a joined up solution to this corridor:
Public Transport
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Priority Public Transport Corridor A41 Bicester Road
BCC
£7m
Developer Contributio-ns
Initial Works by 2020 Long Term by 2033
To be implemented once relevant link roads are in place therefore more capacity
Necessary
Transport Modelling and Further Work to be Undertaken:
28. Following the cross-boundary transport impacts meeting on 04/12/17, OCC understands that Buckinghamshire
County Council have used a Jacobs Vissim Model which uses the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA) and the National Trip End Model (NTEM) for growth assumptions. Based on discussions at the
meeting, it is understood that despite the proposed growth at Aylesbury and Haddenham, modelling carried out so far
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has identified no significant impact on cross boundary links on the A41, albeit a slight increase on the A41 between
M40 junction 9 and Esso roundabout (Oxford Road junction) compared to the 'Do Minimum'. Consequently, no
mitigation is proposed for the A41 in the vicinity of Bicester. If this is the case, OCC question the modelling results and
maintain that there is likely to be a need for the plan to require the proposed allocations to fund mitigation measures
within Oxfordshire.
29. Assumptions used for the modelling undertaken to date have not yet been provided, neither has evidence that local
plan growth at Bicester and elsewhere in Cherwell has been fully taken into account. OCC's updated Bicester SATURN
model will have more fine grain detail in that area. The impact on the A41 will also change depending on the transport
infrastructure scenarios that will need to be tested i.e. the South East Perimeter Road and Eastern Perimeter Road
dualling. Further discussions need to be held with OCC regarding this.
30. It is encouraging that following the cross-border transport impacts meeting, a programme of additional work has
been agreed in principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale,
Cherwell, Buckinghamshire CC, and OCC. The work programme will focus on the A41 corridor and involve more
detailed analysis on junctions including with Ploughley Road, Pioneer Road (SE Perimeter Road) and Esso
Roundabout. OCC have committed to providing a summary of the modelling work it has undertaken/been involved with
in the area. In addition, the employment development at Silverstone may require further assessment of the A43.
Public Transport and Active Travel
31. Aylesbury and Oxford are connected via the Strategic 280 Bus route: The aim is for this 280 to operate at premium
route frequency - four buses per hour. Between Thame and Oxford this has already been achieved, with three per hour
between Aylesbury and Thame - development in Haddenham could provide the opportunity and funding to increase the
frequency to four on this section.
32. The Haddenham to Thame cycle path is a long established aspiration and OCC is currently doing some work on
land negotiations with Sustrans for the path in order to determine a route. BCC has already secured contributions from
three
sites, but it is unlikely any substantial further work on the route can happen until complete funding is secure. Further
contributions would therefore be welcome.
Summary:

OCC supports the draft VALP in seeking to accommodate the district's own identified housing needs in full and make
provision for unmet needs from other Buckinghamshire districts.
We also have no objection in principle to the significant scale of employment land supply identified within the district.
We support in principle the spatial strategy.
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Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109]
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Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

The current draft of the VALP makes provision for 27,400 homes to be delivered in Aylesbury Vale over the Plan
Period. This is based on an OAN of 965 dwellings per annum as set out in the December 2016 Buckinghamshire
HEDNA. Evidence suggests that Aylesbury Vale's true Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) is significantly higher than
the HEDNA's suggested figure. With this in mind, we do not consider that the VALP as currently drafted will deliver the
homes required in Aylesbury Vale over the Plan Period, or those required of its neighbouring authorities, including in
the identified Housing Market Area (HMA).

Change to Plan

We consider that Aylesbury Vale's true OAN for housing is considerably higher than that being provided for through the
VALP as currently drafted, and therefore we believe that the VALP should make provision for significantly more than
the 27,400 new homes put forward in Policy S2 (albeit the final figure will be subject to
detailed evidence being put forward by other parties).
To deliver the homes required in Aylesbury Vale, we consider that a New Settlement should be identified now and land
to the north of Allocation WIN001, commonly referred to as the Greenway Project, should be allocated as a New
Settlement to enable the VALP to deliver the homes required in the District and HMA, and to make the VALP sound
and legally compliant.
Please see the enclosed document 'Greenway - Promotion of Land North of Winslow' for further details and justification
of the Greenway Project as a sustainable and deliverable option for growth in Winslow and Aylesbury Vale District. This
has previously been submitted to the Council as part of the promotional activity for
this land.
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Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Buckingham related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

Hallam Land Management has substantial concerns regarding the scale of development proposed in in Policy S2 which does not accord with OAN of the District or make adequate allowance for the unmet needs of other districts in
accordance with the Duty to Co-operate. Moreover HLM is concerned that the provision made for Buckingham in
particular but also potentially Aylesbury is not positively prepared or effective in terms of meeting the aspirations of the
Plan. The provision should be increased.

Change to Plan

In light of the above it is not considered that the Buckinghamshire HEDNA or VALP provide a basis for a sound plan.
Bringing all the evidence together DLP Planning consider that a suitable Housing Requirement for AVDC would be
33,500-35,600 dwellings. This still makes no allowance for unmet needs from beyond the Buckinghamshire HMA. On
the basis of the above, Hallam Land Management consider that the Spatial Strategy for Growth should be also be
reviewed such that the Draft housing requirements in Aylesbury and Buckingham set out in Policy S2 be increased to
reflect the higher levels of OAN etc, the strong aspirations for robust and vibrant growth of the towns, and the evidence
of available opportunities whether in the form of additional sites that properly should be regarded as suitable (in the
case of Aylesbury) and important to the delivery of the Garden Town vision/infrastructure requirements of the vision or
to reflect opportunities already found to be suitable in the HELAA (in the case of Buckingham). Provisionally the
expected growth in Buckingham should be increased from 2359 new homes to 3,000-3,500 new homes in the Plan
period.
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Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

Land between Manor Farm and Railway Line is not identified as a site allocation for residential development within
Newton Longville. As such, we consider that the Local Plan is not positively prepared by not acknowledging this muchneeded, suitable, available and achievable site to deliver up to 300 new homes. Especially in light of the unmet housing
need in the LPA and the HMA. The VALP is therefore considered unsound and we suggest that S2 is amended to "the
plan will make the provision for the delivery of a minimum of 27,400 new homes" to deliver beyond the established
housing targets.

Change to Plan

The VALP is therefore considered unsound and we suggest that S2 is amended to "the plan will make the provision for
the delivery of a minimum of 27,400 new homes" to deliver beyond the established housing targets.
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I welcome the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local area will
impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
I have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this development and
who will gain S106 funds as both parishes will be impacted.

Summary:

I welcome the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local area will
impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
I have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this development and
who will gain S106 funds as both parishes will be impacted.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The note to Table 1 says: This represents a 5.2% buffer on top of the total housing requirement made up of Aylesbury
Vale's objectively assessed need and the unmet need from other authorities (27,400). There is no evidence as to why
this should be 5.2% and should be amended to 5% (which could then reduce the pressure on the over-scaled
allocations in Maids Moreton)

Summary:

The note to Table 1 says: This represents a 5.2% buffer on top of the total housing requirement made up of Aylesbury
Vale's objectively assessed need and the unmet need from other authorities (27,400). There is no evidence as to why
this should be 5.2% and should be amended to 5% (which could then reduce the pressure on the over-scaled
allocations in Maids Moreton)

Change to Plan

Amend 5.2% to 5.0%
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Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In the representations to Policy S2, the case has been made for an uplift in the housing requirement as it is only in so
doing that the Plan will be consistent with existing and emerging national policy. It therefore follows that provision
needs to be made for additional dwellings in Table 1.
A significant proportion of these dwellings could and should be provided in the most sustainable location for
development within the District, namely adjacent and within the vicinity of Milton Keynes; an area which Milton Keynes
Council in its Plan:MK Strategic Development Directions consultation described, within 'Direction of Growth 1', as "an
arc of urban extensions" which includes the land to the 'south and west around Newton Longville'. In so doing, it has
clearly been acknowledged that the area has the scope and capacity for more development than AVDC is currently
envisaging.

Summary:

Provision needs to be made for additional dwellings in Table 1. A significant proportion of these dwellings could and
should be provided in the most sustainable location for development within the District, namely adjacent and within the
vicinity of Milton Keynes; an area which Milton Keynes Council in its Plan:MK Strategic Development Directions
consultation described as "an arc of urban extensions" which includes the land to the 'south and west around Newton
Longville'.
This area has the scope and capacity for more development than AVDC is currently envisaging.

Change to Plan

Table 1 needs to be amended to provide for the additional dwellings required to secure a significant uplift in the number
of dwellings to be provided in the most sustainable locations within the District, notably adjacent to and within the
vicinity of Milton Keynes and Bletchley.
It is further requested that the sites adjacent to Milton Keynes and/or within the vicinity of Newton Longville, which have
currently been assessed as "unsuitable" in the HELAA, are reassessed on a cumulative rather than individual basis, to
determine the contribution which they could make together to the provision of a further or enlarged sustainable urban
extension to the south west of Milton Keynes.
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 671 - 32090 - S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth, Table 1 Spatial strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale - None

671

Support

3. Strategic

S2 Spatial Strategy for Growth, Table 1 Spatial strategy
for growth in Aylesbury Vale
due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Summary:

The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
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Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).

Change to Plan

We consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to
ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are delivered in the Plan period.
We consider that the Greenway project should be allocated as a new Settlement to enable VALP to deliver the homes
in the District and HMA, and to make the VALP sound and legally compliant.
Please see the enclosed document 'Greenway- Promotion of Land North of Winslow' for further details and justification
of the Greenway Project as a sustainable and deliverable option for growth in Winslow and Aylesbury Vale District. This
has previously been submitted to the Council as part of the promotional activity for
this land.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Buffer PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - OAN PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Winslow PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - New Settlement PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - WIN001 PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Expressway PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 Stage 2 Advocacy Document v2 OCR.pdf
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Keith Ware [31035]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The development of 1000+ houses on the Halton Camp site will add additional strain on Wendover and the local
community in terms of transport, road congestion, local services, schools, hospitals and emergency services. A
development of this scale is out of proportion with the ability of existing services to facilitate it.

Summary:

The development of 1000+ houses on the Halton Camp site will add additional strain on Wendover and the local
community in terms of transport, road congestion, local services, schools, hospitals and emergency services. A
development of this scale is out of proportion with the ability of existing services to facilitate it.

Change to Plan

Reduce the scale and number of proposed developments on this site to a level proportionate with existing service
personnel levels at RAF Halton

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
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Respondent: Thame Town Council (Mr Graeme Markland) [30415] Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Thame is identified as a service centre within the VALP Settlement Assessment Hierarchy (Table 1). The assessment
identifies Thame as being the primary service centre for 10 settlements within the Vale (Appendix A [1]). It is not itself,
however, assessed within the Settlement Assessment.
Thame, with its shops, community hospital, secondary school, etc. acts as the main service centre for Haddenham,
and all the villages identified as having Haddenham as a service centre, too. The following committed or allocated
dwellings therefore have their service centre identified as Thame:
Haddenham - 1,051 dwellings; villages serviced by Haddenham - 25 dwellings; villages serviced by Thame - 129
dwellings (source: VALP Settlement Hierarchy, September 2017).
This means that 1,205 dwellings identified within the Proposed Submission Plan will rely on Thame for their services.
Yet there has been no conversation sought by the Vale Council with the Town Council, who, with its neighbourhood
plan remit, have the greater local responsibility in providing infrastructure and supporting service facilities. This
includes new GP/Health Hub facilities, a community centre, the movement of a primary school and the provision of
further secondary school facilities; new sports facilities, parking, employment and public transport infrastructure.
No evidence exists either that AVDC have been in conversation with South Oxfordshire District Council regarding crossborder impact on Thame, or its services and facilities.

Summary:

Some 1,205 dwellings have been identified within the Proposed Submission Plan. The occupants will use Thame's
services yet no conversation has been sought by AVDC with Thame Town Council about the impact on local services,
including schools and health facilities. No evidence exists of similar conversations with South Oxfordshire District
Council, either.
officer Note: reassigned to Table 1 for relevance

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

The Vale Council needs to either withdraw or defer further development at Haddenham until the impact on cross-border
services have been adequately established.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
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Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

1. Table 1 of the Local Plan outlines proposed housing delivery across the Plan period by settlement, taking account of
commitments, completions and allocations in the Plan. The total number of new dwellings for Aylesbury is specified as
16,398.
2. Consistent with our more detailed representations to Policy S2, Table 1 should be amended to make it clear that the
total number of new homes proposed at each identified settlement should be seen as minimum and not a ceiling, in
accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development at paragraph 14 of the NPPF, and Policy S1 of
the Local Plan.
Changes Sought
3. Amend Table 1 to ensure that all housing numbers are expressed as minima.

Summary:

That Table 1 should be amended to express housing numbers as a minimum.

Change to Plan

Amend Table 1 to ensure that all housing numbers are expressed as minima.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
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Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (GSL) Table 1.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.

Summary:

We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement
in the south of Aylesbury ValeWe welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement
in the south of Aylesbury Vale

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
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Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

as drafted is too reliant on delivery of small large strategic urban extension sites. strategy offers insufficient
opportunities to small/medium sized House builders. a re-balanced spatial strategy is required which increases the
proportion of housing delivery at sustainable rural settlements such as Haddenham. offering chance to enhance local
services, reduce risk of delays with housing delivery and potential future housing land supply shortfall.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Legal?
No

Sound?
No
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Attachments:
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
1842a_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

In both Tables 1 and 2 of S2 Spatial strategy for growth, the single line entry combining Wendover with Halton (Halton
Camp) should be separated into distinct rows and Halton should have a distinct entry in the tables with the correct
demarcation (a "smaller village") and its housing allocation (1,000 houses). In Table 2 the entry for Halton needs to
have a description in column 2 highlighting why it has been selected for the 1,000 houses and how that fits within the
settlement hierarchy.

Change to Plan

see attached
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Legal?
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Attachments:
Halton Parish Council, Lippman, Fiona 30401.pdf
Halton Parish Council, Lippman, Fiona 30401 RESPONSE.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

This strategy devalues Milton Keynes, which is unjustified, and threatens the prompt delivery of appropriate levels of
planned growth, which is ineffective.

Change to Plan

Objection to Paragraph 1.32, Table 1 and Table 2 Change sought: formal policy recognition of Milton Keynes in the
settlement hierarchy as a 'Strategic Settlement'
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Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.

Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]
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Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.
Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.
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This seems completely logical.

Summary:

This seems completely logical.
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

WPC accept the 'smaller village' category description, of Whaddon village in Table 2. This recognises the village's
relatively poor access to services and facilities, but despite the fact that the village stands only one mile or so from
facilities within Milton Keynes, public transport is virtually non existent, and the community relies on car borne
transport. Whilst welcoming the fact that 'no site allocations are made at smaller villages', it is hoped that during the
plan period some small scale 'windfall' development can be achieved in or close to Whaddon village in order to help
maintain the existing community, but these should ideally be social or affordable starter homes on appropriate
'exception sites' adjoining the built footprint of the village. There will be the odd infill site or redevelopment site within
the village that may provide larger family homes, and these will be welcomed, if they fulfil the Local Plan requirements.

Summary:

WPC believe Whaddon village can do 'it's part' in helping provide some new housing, but really want this to be homes
to support the community, rather than just expensive large homes that in the main do little to support village traditional
village life.
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Halton hierarchy appears to be based on population, a percentage of which is comprised of RAF personnel and
supporting staff. This has not been specified. When Halton camp closes the population will decrease considerably
therefore making the hierarchy based on population incorrect.

Summary:

Halton hierarchy appears to be based on population, a percentage of which is comprised of RAF personnel and
supporting staff. This has not been specified. When Halton camp closes the population will decrease considerably
therefore making the hierarchy based on population incorrect.

Change to Plan

The population figure for Halton needs to be broken down into RAF personnel and non RAF personnel to reflect the
correct hierarchy..
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Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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Proposed Submission document. The latest forecast for Tring (secondary school) shows a deficit every year, varying
between -0.3 FE to -1.1FE up to 2020/21. An existing inflow of
Resources
Property
approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.
Summary:

HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
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Winslow Town Council Objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Winslow Town Council (WTC) welcomes the creation of a new Local Plan to cover Aylesbury Vale District. The
approval of VALP will remove uncertainties in local planning - but it is important that the Plan is sound, and not open to
further challenge. WTC also recognises that national Government proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Arc, as reflected in statements in the Autumn 2017 Budget, suggest that it will be necessary over the coming few years
to revise VALP to accommodate greater levels of development in the area than are currently envisaged. Such matters,
however, are for the future. The immediate priority is to review and revise the currently drafted VALP, and to that end
WTC offers the following objections to matters which it considers need to be reviewed and revised before VALP would
be sound and consistent with relevant national planning policies.
0 Summary
Winslow Town Council considers that there are elements of the submission VALP which are unsound and need to be
modified. These are:
1. The allocation of sites in strategic settlements with made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans, contrary to national
policy.
2. Raising to 55% the increase in housing numbers for Winslow, the least sustainable of all the strategic settlements
3. Flaws in the Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding
4. Insufficient affordable housing on qualifying sites
5. Under-delivery of new homes in large villages
6. Understating the growth in population during the Plan period as about 35,000 rather than 60,000
1 Site specific allocation for housing growth
1.1 In Table 2 of the Vale of Aylesbury Plan, there is an allocation of a single site for housing growth in Winslow which
is contrary to:
(a) NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which enables communities to decide
where new homes should be located;
(b) various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
(c) para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.
1.2 This aspect of the Plan is therefore unsound and not 'justified' as the most appropriate policy because it is not
consistent with national planning policy. It will be for WTC, with its made Neighbourhood Plan, to bring forward an
update and revision of Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) following the approval of VALP. The updated WNP,
following robust consultation with the local community, will need to identify how and where any housing growth required
in an agreed VALP is to be accommodated, including (if and where necessary) any extension to the WNP's settlement
boundary. Both Buckingham and Haddenham are also Strategic Settlements which have a Neighbourhood Plan, and in
which VALP has also identified allocated sites for housing development contrary to the same national planning policy.
1.3 This reflects previous correspondence from WTC to AVDC (dated 13th October 2017) on this very issue which
refers to the inspector's conclusions for the Maidstone Local Plan, where target housing numbers were seen as an
appropriate mechanism to use for an area with a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Proposed modification:
1.4 To meet WTC's objection this issue should be addressed by VALP stating the target figure of additional housing
that needs to be accommodated in an updated WNP, perhaps indicating that one option for locating this might be on
the identified land to the east of Great Horwood Road. An equivalent change also should be made to VALP in respect
of other areas which have a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
2 Scale of housing growth for Winslow
2.1 In Table 2 and the allocation of Site ref WIN001 on page 126, the level of housing growth proposed for Winslow,
which WTC considers to be the least sustainable of the strategic settlements in the Vale (See WTC's initial Strategic
Settlements Sustainability Assessment, below), has apparently been increased arbitrarily to 55%. In the draft VALP,
the proposed growth was 50%, which the Town Council objected to as being, comparatively, unreasonable when
infrastructure provision was considered in relation to the other strategic settlements.
Aylesbury Vale Strategic Settlements Sustainability Assessment for VALP (by WTC)
Aylesbury
Buckingham
Haddenham
Wendover
Winslow
Housing
Close to areas with unmet housing need
3
1
5
4
2
Transport
Train to London, Birmingham, Oxford
4
1
5
4
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2
Express bus to nearby centres
5
4
3
1
3
Access to motorway network
3
4
5
3
1
Bypass for through traffic
3
4
5
4
1
Services
Extendable employment sites
5
4
3
2
1
Modern medical centre / surgery
4
3
5
2
1
Access to major retail / leisure / employment centre (Aylesbury or MK)
5
1
3
4
2
TOTAL SCORE
32
22
34
24
13
Each settlement is given a score from 1 to 5 in each row, with 5 representing the greatest level of sustainability.
2.2 The requirement for Winslow to deliver new homes, above those detailed in the WNP, has increased from 402 in
the draft VALP to 585 in the submission VALP, an increase of 45%. The housing growth proposed for Buckingham, the
second largest strategic settlement in the Vale, with its much stronger infrastructure compared with that of Winslow,
has seen its housing growth reduced from 2,612 (50%) in the draft VALP to 2,312 (45%) in the submission VALP.
These changes in the proposed growth figures are not explained, appear counter-intuitive and lack any rationale to
support them. A report to AVDC's Scrutiny Committee for VALP in September 2017 said that: the Council has worked
with town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans.
Winslow is not alone in being able to confirm that no such consultation took place. If the process has been simply to
establish a suitable site for housing growth and use its capacity as the level of housing growth to be proposed for a
community, then this process would appear to be fundamentally unsound.
Proposed modification:
2.3 WTC proposes that VALP should set a more reasonable and sustainable increase in the number of additional
homes within Winslow over and above the 35% increase already detailed in the made WNP. WTC suggests that an
increase of about 300 homes over and above those already provided for in the made WNP would be more appropriate
in the circumstances. It will be for a future revised WNP to determine, with the benefit of local public consultation,
where the additional housing should be located to achieve the required strategic housing provision.
3 Memorandum of Understanding
3.1 The Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between Aylesbury Vale DC, Wycombe DC, Chiltern
DC, South Bucks DC and Bucks Thames Valley LEP (mentioned in paragraph 1.12 of VALP) is, in WTC's opinion, a
flawed document. It is the MoU that seeks to justify the requirement for Aylesbury Vale to accommodate the unmet
need of 8000 additional homes elsewhere in the Bucks Housing Market Area.
3.2 The Agreement in the MoU in paragraph 2.1(d) states - That the following level of unmet housing need within
respective local plan periods up to 2033 will be accommodated in the Vale of Aylesbury Plan. This absolute agreement
by AVDC to accommodate 5,725 homes (21% of the VALP total) as unmet housing need from Chiltern and South
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Bucks in VALP, when those Districts' joint draft Local Plan will not be published until the middle of 2018 and when the
figure represents over 44% of the Full Objectively Assessed Need for Chiltern and South Bucks, appears to be an
unsound commitment. Similarly, the accommodation of 2,275 homes (8.3% of the VALP total), as unmet need for
Wycombe District, in light of the recent publication of the submission Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP), appears
equally unsound.
3.3 WTC believes that Wycombe District Council (WDC) has not recognised its duty and responsibility in these days of
'exceptional circumstances' for the effective delivery of housing, because it has not demonstrated a robust approach to
maximise the delivery of new housing within the District's boundary in order to meet its own Full Objectively Assessed
Need (FOAN). As a consequence, the WDLP has not followed a strategy which seeks to meet the District's FOAN for
new homes during the Plan period. This leads WTC to conclude that the plan has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound in respect of its provision for housing development. The following paragraphs explain why WTC has
come to this view.
3.4 WDLP Policy DM34 specifies that new housing developments should provide (WTC's emphasis in bold):
(a) Opportunities to enhance existing and provide new green infrastructure have been maximised, including delivering
long lasting measurable net gains.
(b) In all cases, development is required as a minimum to: Secure adequate buffers to valuable habitats and
(c) Achieve a future canopy cover of at least 25% of the site area on sites outside of the town centres and 0.5HA or
more
3.5 These requirements, together with other luxuries and 'nice to haves', significantly limit the area of developable land
for housing on allocated sites, and therefore limit the scale of housing development that can be accommodated. WTC
believes that this Policy cannot, under the prevailing circumstances, be justified as it does not represent the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives and is not based on proportionate evidence.
The Plan offers no justification for this highly questionable policy, which therefore leads WTC to the view that WDLP is
unsound in this respect.
Evidence
3.6 Paragraph 4.38 of the WDLP states The Council has thoroughly reviewed the scope for meeting its housing needs
within the District. However it does not consider the option of increasing housing densities in order to more fully meet
the District's FOAN. The WDLP includes large allocated sites for housing delivering less than 10 dwellings per hectare
e.g. - HW4 Abbey Barn 4 - 11.32 hectares - 100 homes at 8.8 dwellings per hectare (dph) and HW6 Gomm Valley and
Ashwells - 72.8 hectares - 530 homes at 7.3 dph.
3.7 By way of comparison, WNP, where AONB and Green Belt are not a consideration, delivers its housing growth on
identified sites at more than 30 dph and delivers satisfactory provision of green space for each housing development
site. Even taking into account the difficulties of the terrain in parts of the High Wycombe area, WTC believes that the
identified sites could be developed at appreciably higher densities than are currently proposed, and thereby absorb
more, if not all, of the District's FOAN. Similarly, it is WTC's belief that the Princes Risborough expansion area is
capable of delivering many more homes than are committed in the WDLP.
3.8 The WDLP only allocates 57 hectares of previously designated Green Belt land for housing, to deliver 1,100 new
homes at 19.3 dph. This represents a mere 0.4% of the District's Green Belt, in a District with 48% Green Belt,
amounting to over 14,000 hectares. Many LPAs in a similar position to WDC have recognised that, in order to meet the
housing need identified by the FOAN, it is necessary to recognise the 'exceptional circumstances*' and to reallocate
poorly performing areas of Green Belt for housing development in order to fully meet their own FOAN. A local example
of such an approach is South Oxfordshire's Local Plan, where re-designated Green Belt land will deliver 5,500 new
homes on 3 sites. Central Bedfordshire and Dacorum Councils are taking a similarly positive approach.
*The Housing Minister, Gavin Barwell, when speaking in relation to the Housing White Paper, said: "The green belt is
13% of the land. We can solve this crisis without having to take huge tracts out of the green belt. We are not going to
weaken the protections; we have a clear manifesto promise and there is no need to take huge tracts of land out of the
green belt to solve our housing crisis. They can take land out of the green belt in exceptional circumstances but they
should have looked at every other alternative first." [emphasis added]
3.9 Criticisms of the WDLP, such as those of a failure to positively plan to maximise housing delivery in order to meet
the FOAN and a reluctance to take a robust approach to the reallocation of poorly performing Green Belt land for
housing development, will almost certainly also apply to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. The MoU
is a
document which appears to invite housing overspill into Aylesbury Vale and lacks checks and balances to ensure any
unmet housing need has been demonstrably minimised.
Proposed modification:
3.10 The MoU (referenced in para 1.12) appears to be based on an unsound judgement of the opportunities that exist
for the three southern districts of Buckinghamshire to deliver a greater proportion of their own FOAN. Following further
detailed scrutiny of the figures in the MoU through the examination of the other relevant local plans, WTC believes that
the unmet need housing targets for Aylesbury Vale District should be reduced, or alternatively the time scale over
which those targets apply should be extended beyond the end of the plan period for VALP.
4 Affordable housing
4.1 The reduction in percentage and quantum of affordable housing to be delivered, compared with that previously
shown in the draft VALP, does not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing. The
draft VALP proposed 31% of affordable homes on qualifying sites, which would have yielded about 8,800 affordable
homes, whereas the submission VALP in Policy H1 only proposes 25% generating about 5,900 affordable homes.
Evidence from CPRE, the National Housing Federation, Shelter, the Institute for Public Policy Research etc are all
telling the same story, one of shortfalls of affordable housing delivery, more homelessness, an ever-increasing annual
housing benefit bill etc. WTC understands that the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (VAHT) has evidence that indicates
that the provision of 6,000 affordable homes in Aylesbury Vale over the 20 year plan period will be significantly less
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than demand. When a neighbouring authority (WDC) demands 40% affordable homes on qualifying greenfield sites,
why does VALP propose a very much lower target for the same Plan period within the same Bucks Housing Market
Area?
Evidence
4.2 WTC considers the following paragraphs of the Affordable Housing section of the VALP Housing Topic Paper
November 2017 in particular contain inaccuracies which have resulted in unsound conclusions regarding the
percentage of affordable homes to be delivered on qualifying sites.
4.5 As set out in the HEDNA December 2016 to establish the past trends and current estimates of the need for
affordable housing local authority data on homeless households and temporary accommodation, was considered
alongside census data on concealed households and overcrowding together with information from the English Housing
Survey, Housing Register and information from Housing benefit data on households unable to afford their housing
costs. Based on this information the study concluded that there are 3,311 households currently in affordable housing
need in the Buckinghamshire HMA who are unable to afford their own housing. Deducting those whose housing is not
suitable and households that will release their housing back into the market leaves a net need of a 1,150 households
who that are currently in affordable housing need who are unable to afford their own housing.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.3 On 8th December 2017 VAHT told WTC that:
"As of November 2017 there were nearly 3,900 applicants registered on Bucks Home Choice (BHC) within the
Aylesbury Vale. Of these just over 2,300 are in bands A to D and eligible for affordable rented housing in the Vale.
Around 1,600 are in band HO and may be eligible for rural exception properties or others with strict local connection
criteria."
4.4 And Bedfordshire Pilgrims Housing Association (BPHA), the organisation which manages the register for shared
ownership affordable homes in the Vale, told WTC that... the figures for Shared Ownership applicants for Aylesbury
Vale since 2015 (based on applicant requests for 2, 3, 4, 5 bedrooms) were:
2015 - 352
2016 - 434
2017 so far - 482
BPHA does not maintain a register of unmet need and these figures no longer appear to be available. When Catalyst
managed the Shared Ownership Register, they recorded unmet need figures of 407 in 2010 steadily rising to 1,048 in
2014.
4.5 So in the past 3 years about 1,300 applications for shared ownership properties have been recorded. Paragraph
1.48 of VALP states that over the past 5 years an average of 1,127 dwellings were built each year. Out of this total, an
average of 349 were affordable dwellings. With 25% of affordable homes allocated to shared ownership, over the past
5 years an average of just 87 shared ownership affordable properties have been delivered each year. This leaves an
unmet need figure for the past 3 years alone of over 1,000 plus the backlog from 2014 and earlier.
4.6 From the above data, WTC concludes that the current unmet need for all types of affordable homes in Aylesbury
Vale is over 5,000 and the evidence is of an increasing demand. Although this evidence would have been available to
AVDC and its consultants it does not appear to have been considered. WTC's evidence from those 'at the coal face'
indicates that the base figure for unmet need of 3,331 for all forms of affordable homes in December 2016 is incorrect.
Para 1.47 of VALP states: The total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice housing register waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. (WTC believes this figure only relates to Aylesbury Vale, as
opposed to the entire BHC area). This appears to suggest that no account was taken in the HEDNA of the need for
shared ownership affordable homes.
4.8 Government requirements now prohibit the requirement for affordable housing applying to housing sites of 10 or
less dwellings. As this is expected to be a significant proportion of new housing development in Aylesbury Vale the
percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased to 25% to allow the total requirement of 4,200 affordable
dwellings for the district to be achieved. This is of course provided that the proportion of affordable required does not
generally render proposed housing developments in Aylesbury Vale unviable on the basis of paragraph 173 of the
NPPF.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.7 This paragraph (4.8, above) only takes account of the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale and takes no account of the unmet
need of 8,000 for the District Councils in the south of the County, where the LPAs are expecting delivery of affordable
homes in accordance with their Local Plans. Wycombe's draft Local Plan requires 40% affordable homes on their own
greenfield sites. If, say, 35% of the 8,000 unmet need homes included in VALP were required to be affordable, and if
85% of them were on qualifying sites, this would result in an additional requirement of about 2,400 affordable homes,
resulting in a total of 6,600 affordable homes (representing about 29% of all new homes), not 5,900 as proposed by
VALP. For the overall percentage delivery of affordable homes to be based solely on the Vale's requirements, when
29% of housing delivery will be for unmet need from other Districts, is a flawed approach and therefore unsound.
4.9 The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that
the 25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the
affordable housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. The council has therefore set the 25%
requirement as a minimum in the proposed affordable housing policy which will allow a higher provision where justified
by viability. The viability information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.8 WTC believes that the evidence in the submission VALP proves that a minimum figure much higher than 25%
should be viable in almost all cases. As referred to above, Paragraph 1.48 of VALP advises that average annual
housing delivery in the Vale for the past 5 years was 1,127, of which 349 was the average annual delivery of affordable
homes. This represents a 31% delivery of new affordable homes across qualifying and non-qualifying sites.
4.9 In Paragraph 4.8 of the VALP Housing Topic Paper it says:
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...the percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased ... . As 31% affordable homes has been delivered over
all sites for the past 5 years this must mean that the percentage delivery figure on qualifying sites has been appreciably
more than 31%. So a target higher than 31% has been shown to be viable.
4.10 Strategic communities with made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale require at least 35% affordable housing
delivery on qualifying sites. For both Winslow and Buckingham, for those sites identified in respective Neighbourhood
Plans where planning applications have been approved or submitted, no issue as to the viability of the 35% figure has
been raised.
4.11 Notwithstanding the above evidence that viability can be achieved at 35%, and there is more than sufficient
demand at that level, the consultant's report in the Housing Topic Paper, para 4.9, only indicates - the affordable
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. AVDC then erroneously concludes - The viability
information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified. WTC considers this to be
another unsound element underpinning the highly questionable 25% delivery figure for affordable housing proposed in
VALP.
4.12 Finally WTC considers that setting a minimum target for affordable housing is not appropriate as developers will
seek to design to such a minimum rather than deliver anything higher. It would be more prudent to set a realistic but
challenging target percentage to be delivered - and accept that developers may be able to demonstrate viability
problems in meeting the target in full on some specific sites.
Proposed modification:
4.13 WTC considers that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound. WTC proposes that VALP be modified to set a minimum of 35% affordable housing delivery on
qualifying sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the viable delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more
problematic than for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield
housing sites and a minimum 30% for brownfield sites.
5 Accommodating demographic growth in second-tier settlements
5.1 In VALP para 3.20 it is stated that
The settlement hierarchy is based on an assessment of population size, settlement connectivity and the availability of
employment and other services and facilities. A draft settlement hierarchy has been consulted on, and a number of
changes have been made to the conclusions as a result of comments received. A report has been produced setting out
how the settlement hierarchy was established which is available on the Council's website. The proposed settlement
hierarchy is set out in Table 2, along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement. The
allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of the settlement to accommodate housing growth, rather
than a blanket percentage increase on existing housing stock as was previously proposed in the draft Plan. [WTC's
emphasis added]
5.2 The emphasised section above appears to be flawed because the Plan gives no account of how the Plan has
robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to accommodate housing growth." It is important to bear in mind
that the district-wide housing growth in VALP is 36% without the buffer and total growth of 40% across the district
including the buffer. Table 2 simply indicates the total amount of housing development per settlement as
completions/commitments plus any allocations. Of the 11 larger villages (Stoke Mandeville is omitted because, we are
informed, it is included in the Aylesbury figures), defined as such in the settlement hierarchy because of their superior
infrastructure, only 5 have any allocations. Of those 11 larger villages, 8 are expected to deliver less than 20% housing
growth. Four of them are not even expected to meet their own demographic growth to 2033. These are Stone
(population over 2,600) 3.4% housing growth, Ivinghoe (population 1,000) 4.6%, Long Crendon (pop over 2,500) 9.5%
and Wing (pop over 2,800) - 10.9%. Only Steeple Claydon with a 22.8% increase and Aston Clinton with a 40.3%
increase in homes exceed 20% growth, whilst Waddesdon (including Fleet Marston) has 20% growth. The second tier
in the Plan's settlement hierarchy comprises all the larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable
access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations for development [WTC's
emphasis added]. A Local Plan which does not demand that these second tier settlements should provide housing
growth that meets their individual demographic growth as a minimum during the Plan period, would appear to be
unsound.
Proposed modification:
5.3 WTC proposes that VALP be modified to require all 'large villages' to deliver appreciably more than the basic figure
for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury Vale is a growth area and that districtwide housing growth is more than 36%.
6 Population growth expectations
6.1 Para 1.35 of the submission VALP states that during the Plan period there will be a growth in population of about
35,000 (once allowance has been made for the growth which took place between 2011 and 2013). With growth of
27,300 homes in the Plan period, this figure for population growth appears to be under-stated. WTC drew attention to
this at the draft VALP stage, but has received no explanation for the apparent discrepancy, nor any correction of it in
the submission Plan.
Proposed modification:
6.2 The expected increase in the population of Aylesbury Vale in the plan period should be stated more accurately to
be in excess of 60,000 based on the number of additional homes proposed.
7 Examination in Public
7.1 AVDC is asked to note that Winslow Town Council wishes to participate in the
Examination in Public.
Sean Carolan
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Deputy Clerk
Summary:

The Plan gives no account of how the Plan has robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to accommodate
housing growth." The second tier in the Plan's settlement hierarchy comprises all the larger, more sustainable villages
that have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations
for development [WTC's emphasis added]. A Local Plan which does not demand that these second tier settlements
should provide housing growth that meets their individual demographic growth as a minimum during the Plan period,
would appear to be unsound.

Change to Plan

WTC proposes that VALP be modified to require all 'large villages' to deliver appreciably
more than the basic figure for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury Vale is a
growth area and that district-wide housing growth is more than 36%.
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Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]
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Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

flawed because the Plan gives no account of how VALP has robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to
accommodate housing growth." It is important to bear in mind that the district-wide housing growth in VALP is 36%
without the buffer and total growth of 40% across the district including the buffer.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 ]VALP response 121217 Cov Ltr.pdf
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 NBPPC DRAFT FULL REPRESENTATION TO THE SUBMISSION VALP FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2391 - 29224 - 3.20 - i, ii, iii, iv

2391

Object

3. Strategic

3.20

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.
Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.
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Maids Moreton is classified as a "Medium Village" for several reasonable reasons due to the lack of local amenities but
a reasonable closeness (by car and occasional bus) to Buckingham. However Table 2 has allocated 171 houses which
is far in excess of other medium villages, and indeed is more than all but 3 of the "Large Villages" allocation with their
better facilities and connections.

Summary:

Maids Moreton is classified as a "Medium Village" for several reasonable reasons due to the lack of local amenities but
a reasonable closeness (by car and occasional bus) to Buckingham. However Table 2 has allocated 171 houses which
is far in excess of other medium villages, and indeed is more than all but 3 of the "Large Villages" allocation with their
better facilities and connections.

Change to Plan

AVDC to review the evidence and reduce the table 2 figure for Maids Moreton to a more appropriate number for a
"medium village"
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Please also see attached comments on the previous draft version of the plan.
Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find below the e-mail which was sent the Aylesbury Vale District Council in August 2016 as a response to the
proposed AVDC Plans for Marsworth. Since that date the plans have been revised, but in spite of numerous letters and
requests from Villagers to the District Council, Marsworth is still designated at as Medium size village although there is
very little amenities in the village.
I understand the need for houses and I was hoping that the quota for the village would be fulfilled by the development
of the White Lion in Marsworth. The White Lion site has been an eye sore as an entrance to the village for some years
and has applied for planning permission over this time period. Each time the plans have been reject for some minor
detail and I understand they have been rejected again as the council thought the development would be detrimental
affect on the conservation area. Other housing developments have taken place at Marsworth Wharf with a ultra modern
style of build and those plans were passed and not found the be detrimental in any way. I would have thought the worse
possible sight with a conservation area is a pub which is falling down which looks derelict next to Bridge 132 and the
old lock keeper house which is now Bluebell tearooms. The other reason the Planning Department rejected the plans
was that the development was not near enough to the main part of the village although the church and the Recreation
ground is only a two minute walk.
Would you please reinstate the White Lion as being used for residential properties and would no longer be a pub. Also
the development plan for the White Lion be passed so we no longer have to endure the awful sight of the pub falling
down, which could be extremely dangerous to passing cars, passers by and the bridge.
Many thanks for your time,
Keith and Carol West.

Summary:

In spite of numerous letters Marsworth is still designated at as Medium size village although there is very little
amenities in the village.
I understand the need for houses and I was hoping that the quota for the village would be fulfilled by the development
of the White Lion in Marsworth, which is an eye sore that has applied for planning permission but each time the plans
have been reject for some minor detail. Would you please reinstate the White Lion as being used for residential
properties and the development plan be passed.
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The numbers are not aligned with the settlements in the table.

Summary:

The numbers are not aligned with the settlements in the table.
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Strongly in favour of the proposed reduction in the number of dwellings at Stone from 208 to 36, in which it is noted that
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the VALP, Technical Annex, September, 2017 states that a reduction in capacity is
on the grounds that 'Stone is a constrained settlement given its location on the edge of Aylesbury, in proximity to the
proposed route of the HS2 and also the proposed 1,550 homes South West Aylesbury MDA; and also given the
presence of Hartwell House to the east; and a proposed locally designated landscape to the north'

Summary:

Strongly in favour of the proposed reduction in the number of dwellings at Stone from 208 to 36, in which it is noted that
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the VALP, Technical Annex, September, 2017 states that a reduction in capacity is
on the grounds that 'Stone is a constrained settlement given its location on the edge of Aylesbury, in proximity to the
proposed route of the HS2 and also the proposed 1,550 homes South West Aylesbury MDA; and also given the
presence of Hartwell House to the east; and a proposed locally designated landscape to the north'
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VALP Statement
We have recently had been able to view the above for the Village of Mursley, and note that you identify suitable areas
of development as being behind certain houses in Main Street.
As residents of Mursley for some 25 years, and having been involved in the preparation of the Parish Plan some 10
years ago, (which incidentally we were told at the time would heavily influence planning decisions for our Village, and
which would, within 2 years, have a basis in law), which subsequently gave rise to a Village Design Statement, we take
issue with your view.
The concensus opinion put forward by those documents was to embrace limited development provided that it did not
change the character of the Village, which is clearly built along linear lines. There have been 3 sizeable developments
since that time, Manor Close, Maids Close and Taylors Corner. In the main, these developments have fulfilled that
brief, and been both attractive and sustainable. Any back land development behind Main Street would alter the
character of the Village completely, and would totally go against the wishes contained in the above mentioned
documents, copies of which we feel sure you have retained on your files!
The only areas, in our view, that fulfill these conditions and continue tradition are along Cooks Lane, Whaddon Road
and Little Horwood Road out to the extent of the 30mph signs. We feel these areas should be considered for any future
development in advance of the back land sites you identify in your document.
Barry & Alison Agnew

Summary:

We note that you identify suitable areas of development as being behind certain houses in Main Street, we take issue
with your view.
The concensus opinion put forward by the Parish Plan and Village Design Statement was to embrace limited
development provided that it did not change the character of the Village. Any back land development behind Main
Street would alter the character of the Village completely, and would totally go against the wishes contained in the
above mentioned documents.
The only areas, in our view, that fulfill these conditions and continue tradition are along Cooks Lane, Whaddon Road
and Little Horwood Road out to the extent of the 30mph signs. We feel these areas should be considered for any future
development in advance of the back land sites you identify in your document.
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Respondent: Brill Parish Council (Parish Clerk) [31455]
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Brill PC submission on VALP October 2017
We welcome the abandonment of the 96-house allocation. However, we have continued concerns regarding
categorisation of Brill as a medium village. Policy D2 allows for development outside the developed footprint and to
"make some contribution to meeting the housing needs of the district"
Given the special geography nature of Brill in its hilltop location. We feel that Brill should be reclassified as a small
village.

Summary:

We welcome the abandonment of the 96-house allocation. However, we have continued concerns regarding
categorisation of Brill as a medium village. Policy D2 allows for development outside the developed footprint and to
"make some contribution to meeting the housing needs of the district"
Given the special geography nature of Brill in its hilltop location. We feel that Brill should be reclassified as a small
village.
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Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]
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Full Text:
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These comments relate specifically to the 'Land adjacent to Milton Keynes' category and the total provision for this area
of 2,212 dwellings.
Rey Construction does not agree with the conclusions of the HELAA (Version 4, January 2017) not least because it is
considered that more sites could and should have been assessed as suitable, including 'land between Manor Farm and
railway line, Whaddon Road' (Site Ref: NLV019).
It is considered that there is a fundamental flaw in the approach which the Council has adopted when assessing the
suitability of sites to the south west of Milton Keynes, largely but not entirely within the parish boundaries of Newton
Longville. For those sites to the north of the railway line (NLV001, NLV023 and NLV020) sites are assessed in relation
to Bletchley's urban area, the strategic road network and East West Rail, in respect of which the potential for a future
station is referred to. However those sites to the south of the railway line, albeit adjacent to it, are assessed in relation
to the village of Newton Longville; for example, it is noted that the Manor Farm site does not adjoin the village and that
it is approximately 1.1 km to the village core.
The sites to the south of the railway line and north of Newton Longville would not be developed on an individual, ad-hoc
basis, but as part of a wider urban extension or as an extension to the allocation immediately to the north of the railway
line (which now has a resolution to approve an outline planning application for the site). The Manor Farm site should
be considered in conjunction with other development opportunities in the area which, when combined, could deliver not
just a significant contribution to the housing needs of the area but also could facilitate the provision of requisite
infrastructure such as the Bletchley Southern Bypass, a railway station on the East West Rail line and Green
Infrastructure. It is therefore essential that the District Council, working with Milton Keynes Council, adopts a positive
approach to development in the vicinity of the Newton Longville and does not limit its vision to the provision of an urban
extension to the north of the railway line.
In this context, Rey Construction is aware that when Milton Keynes Council consulted on its 'Plan:MK - Strategic
Development Options'; one of the areas considered related to 'Development to the west, south/west and/or south east
of the City' which included land within Aylesbury Vale's administrative area to the north of Newton Longville. In the
document, it explained that growth would be in the form of "an arc of urban extensions" extending beyond the existing
expansion areas "including land beyond the administrative boundary .... to the south and west around Newton
Longville......" Unlike the HELAA, it recognised the benefits of development in the area and in so doing specifically
referred to the opportunities afforded by the East-West rail route and that the "The growth arc could potentially help to
deliver a Bletchley southern bypass relieving some of the pressure on the east-west A421 route through the city"; a
proposal which would also overcome those concerns about the railway line forming a barrier to a well connected urban
extension to Milton Keynes. (In this context it is important to note that there is a track which passes under the railway
line immediately to the east of the Manor Farm site).
It was further recognised in the consultation document that consideration would need to be given to the impact of
development on existing villages; the suggestion being that they are "sensitively treated, for example through the
creation of landscape or green buffers."
Having regard to the increasing and acknowledged need for more housing, it is imperative that a positive approach is
taken to the development of a much larger sustainable urban extension in the vicinity of Newton Longville than currently
envisaged and identified as suitable in the existing HELAA..

Summary:

These comments relate to the 'Land adjacent to Milton Keynes' category and the provision of 2,212 dwellings.
Rey Construction does not agree with the conclusions of the HELAA (Version 4, January 2017). It is considered more
sites could and should have been assessed as suitable, including 'land between Manor Farm and railway line,
Whaddon Road' (Site Ref: NLV019).
Sites to the south of the railway line and north of Newton Longville should be assessed together to determine their
suitability to provide a much larger SUE than currently identified.
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It is therefore requested that the sites to the south of the east-west rail line and within the vicinity of Newton Longville
are reassessed on the basis of the combined, rather than individual, contribution which they could make to meeting the
need for development in the area and the benefits which could be delivered as part of an arc of urban extensions.
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Respondent: Dr Julia Swallow [30058]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The site is bordered on two sides by established development so any incursion into the open countryside would be
minimal. In recent years deeper incursions elsewhere in the village have resulted in a quaint nonlinear character to the
village.
A small development focusing on smaller properties, supporting families and village life would complement Sycamore
Close, a street administered by the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust, who support such a development.
The site would be accessed via Sycamore Close to which the Highway Authority raised no objection in reply to an
application for "Pre App" advice in 2014.

Summary:

We wish to see site STW004 allocated in the VALP. It was considered wrongly to be 'unsuitable' in the HELAA and the
VALP does not propose any allocations at Stewkley. A small development focusing on smaller properties, supporting
families and village life would complement Sycamore Close, a street administered by the Vale of Aylesbury Housing
Trust, who support such a development. The site would be accessed via Sycamore Close. The Highway Authority
raised no objection in reply to an application for "Pre App" advice in 2014.

Change to Plan

Consider site STW004 as suitable for development (and allocate it).
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Respondent: Winslow Town Council (Dr Sean Carolan) [30406]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Winslow Town Council Objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Winslow Town Council (WTC) welcomes the creation of a new Local Plan to cover Aylesbury Vale District. The
approval of VALP will remove uncertainties in local planning - but it is important that the Plan is sound, and not open to
further challenge. WTC also recognises that national Government proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Arc, as reflected in statements in the Autumn 2017 Budget, suggest that it will be necessary over the coming few years
to revise VALP to accommodate greater levels of development in the area than are currently envisaged. Such matters,
however, are for the future. The immediate priority is to review and revise the currently drafted VALP, and to that end
WTC offers the following objections to matters which it considers need to be reviewed and revised before VALP would
be sound and consistent with relevant national planning policies.
0 Summary
Winslow Town Council considers that there are elements of the submission VALP which are unsound and need to be
modified. These are:
1. The allocation of sites in strategic settlements with made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans, contrary to national
policy.
2. Raising to 55% the increase in housing numbers for Winslow, the least sustainable of all the strategic settlements
3. Flaws in the Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding
4. Insufficient affordable housing on qualifying sites
5. Under-delivery of new homes in large villages
6. Understating the growth in population during the Plan period as about 35,000 rather than 60,000
1 Site specific allocation for housing growth
1.1 In Table 2 of the Vale of Aylesbury Plan, there is an allocation of a single site for housing growth in Winslow which
is contrary to:
(a) NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which enables communities to decide
where new homes should be located;
(b) various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
(c) para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.
1.2 This aspect of the Plan is therefore unsound and not 'justified' as the most appropriate policy because it is not
consistent with national planning policy. It will be for WTC, with its made Neighbourhood Plan, to bring forward an
update and revision of Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) following the approval of VALP. The updated WNP,
following robust consultation with the local community, will need to identify how and where any housing growth required
in an agreed VALP is to be accommodated, including (if and where necessary) any extension to the WNP's settlement
boundary. Both Buckingham and Haddenham are also Strategic Settlements which have a Neighbourhood Plan, and in
which VALP has also identified allocated sites for housing development contrary to the same national planning policy.
1.3 This reflects previous correspondence from WTC to AVDC (dated 13th October 2017) on this very issue which
refers to the inspector's conclusions for the Maidstone Local Plan, where target housing numbers were seen as an
appropriate mechanism to use for an area with a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Proposed modification:
1.4 To meet WTC's objection this issue should be addressed by VALP stating the target figure of additional housing
that needs to be accommodated in an updated WNP, perhaps indicating that one option for locating this might be on
the identified land to the east of Great Horwood Road. An equivalent change also should be made to VALP in respect
of other areas which have a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
2 Scale of housing growth for Winslow
2.1 In Table 2 and the allocation of Site ref WIN001 on page 126, the level of housing growth proposed for Winslow,
which WTC considers to be the least sustainable of the strategic settlements in the Vale (See WTC's initial Strategic
Settlements Sustainability Assessment, below), has apparently been increased arbitrarily to 55%. In the draft VALP,
the proposed growth was 50%, which the Town Council objected to as being, comparatively, unreasonable when
infrastructure provision was considered in relation to the other strategic settlements.
Aylesbury Vale Strategic Settlements Sustainability Assessment for VALP (by WTC)
Aylesbury
Buckingham
Haddenham
Wendover
Winslow
Housing
Close to areas with unmet housing need
3
1
5
4
2
Transport
Train to London, Birmingham, Oxford
4
1
5
4
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2
Express bus to nearby centres
5
4
3
1
3
Access to motorway network
3
4
5
3
1
Bypass for through traffic
3
4
5
4
1
Services
Extendable employment sites
5
4
3
2
1
Modern medical centre / surgery
4
3
5
2
1
Access to major retail / leisure / employment centre (Aylesbury or MK)
5
1
3
4
2
TOTAL SCORE
32
22
34
24
13
Each settlement is given a score from 1 to 5 in each row, with 5 representing the greatest level of sustainability.
2.2 The requirement for Winslow to deliver new homes, above those detailed in the WNP, has increased from 402 in
the draft VALP to 585 in the submission VALP, an increase of 45%. The housing growth proposed for Buckingham, the
second largest strategic settlement in the Vale, with its much stronger infrastructure compared with that of Winslow,
has seen its housing growth reduced from 2,612 (50%) in the draft VALP to 2,312 (45%) in the submission VALP.
These changes in the proposed growth figures are not explained, appear counter-intuitive and lack any rationale to
support them. A report to AVDC's Scrutiny Committee for VALP in September 2017 said that: the Council has worked
with town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans.
Winslow is not alone in being able to confirm that no such consultation took place. If the process has been simply to
establish a suitable site for housing growth and use its capacity as the level of housing growth to be proposed for a
community, then this process would appear to be fundamentally unsound.
Proposed modification:
2.3 WTC proposes that VALP should set a more reasonable and sustainable increase in the number of additional
homes within Winslow over and above the 35% increase already detailed in the made WNP. WTC suggests that an
increase of about 300 homes over and above those already provided for in the made WNP would be more appropriate
in the circumstances. It will be for a future revised WNP to determine, with the benefit of local public consultation,
where the additional housing should be located to achieve the required strategic housing provision.
3 Memorandum of Understanding
3.1 The Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between Aylesbury Vale DC, Wycombe DC, Chiltern
DC, South Bucks DC and Bucks Thames Valley LEP (mentioned in paragraph 1.12 of VALP) is, in WTC's opinion, a
flawed document. It is the MoU that seeks to justify the requirement for Aylesbury Vale to accommodate the unmet
need of 8000 additional homes elsewhere in the Bucks Housing Market Area.
3.2 The Agreement in the MoU in paragraph 2.1(d) states - That the following level of unmet housing need within
respective local plan periods up to 2033 will be accommodated in the Vale of Aylesbury Plan. This absolute agreement
by AVDC to accommodate 5,725 homes (21% of the VALP total) as unmet housing need from Chiltern and South
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Bucks in VALP, when those Districts' joint draft Local Plan will not be published until the middle of 2018 and when the
figure represents over 44% of the Full Objectively Assessed Need for Chiltern and South Bucks, appears to be an
unsound commitment. Similarly, the accommodation of 2,275 homes (8.3% of the VALP total), as unmet need for
Wycombe District, in light of the recent publication of the submission Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP), appears
equally unsound.
3.3 WTC believes that Wycombe District Council (WDC) has not recognised its duty and responsibility in these days of
'exceptional circumstances' for the effective delivery of housing, because it has not demonstrated a robust approach to
maximise the delivery of new housing within the District's boundary in order to meet its own Full Objectively Assessed
Need (FOAN). As a consequence, the WDLP has not followed a strategy which seeks to meet the District's FOAN for
new homes during the Plan period. This leads WTC to conclude that the plan has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound in respect of its provision for housing development. The following paragraphs explain why WTC has
come to this view.
3.4 WDLP Policy DM34 specifies that new housing developments should provide (WTC's emphasis in bold):
(a) Opportunities to enhance existing and provide new green infrastructure have been maximised, including delivering
long lasting measurable net gains.
(b) In all cases, development is required as a minimum to: Secure adequate buffers to valuable habitats and
(c) Achieve a future canopy cover of at least 25% of the site area on sites outside of the town centres and 0.5HA or
more
3.5 These requirements, together with other luxuries and 'nice to haves', significantly limit the area of developable land
for housing on allocated sites, and therefore limit the scale of housing development that can be accommodated. WTC
believes that this Policy cannot, under the prevailing circumstances, be justified as it does not represent the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives and is not based on proportionate evidence.
The Plan offers no justification for this highly questionable policy, which therefore leads WTC to the view that WDLP is
unsound in this respect.
Evidence
3.6 Paragraph 4.38 of the WDLP states The Council has thoroughly reviewed the scope for meeting its housing needs
within the District. However it does not consider the option of increasing housing densities in order to more fully meet
the District's FOAN. The WDLP includes large allocated sites for housing delivering less than 10 dwellings per hectare
e.g. - HW4 Abbey Barn 4 - 11.32 hectares - 100 homes at 8.8 dwellings per hectare (dph) and HW6 Gomm Valley and
Ashwells - 72.8 hectares - 530 homes at 7.3 dph.
3.7 By way of comparison, WNP, where AONB and Green Belt are not a consideration, delivers its housing growth on
identified sites at more than 30 dph and delivers satisfactory provision of green space for each housing development
site. Even taking into account the difficulties of the terrain in parts of the High Wycombe area, WTC believes that the
identified sites could be developed at appreciably higher densities than are currently proposed, and thereby absorb
more, if not all, of the District's FOAN. Similarly, it is WTC's belief that the Princes Risborough expansion area is
capable of delivering many more homes than are committed in the WDLP.
3.8 The WDLP only allocates 57 hectares of previously designated Green Belt land for housing, to deliver 1,100 new
homes at 19.3 dph. This represents a mere 0.4% of the District's Green Belt, in a District with 48% Green Belt,
amounting to over 14,000 hectares. Many LPAs in a similar position to WDC have recognised that, in order to meet the
housing need identified by the FOAN, it is necessary to recognise the 'exceptional circumstances*' and to reallocate
poorly performing areas of Green Belt for housing development in order to fully meet their own FOAN. A local example
of such an approach is South Oxfordshire's Local Plan, where re-designated Green Belt land will deliver 5,500 new
homes on 3 sites. Central Bedfordshire and Dacorum Councils are taking a similarly positive approach.
*The Housing Minister, Gavin Barwell, when speaking in relation to the Housing White Paper, said: "The green belt is
13% of the land. We can solve this crisis without having to take huge tracts out of the green belt. We are not going to
weaken the protections; we have a clear manifesto promise and there is no need to take huge tracts of land out of the
green belt to solve our housing crisis. They can take land out of the green belt in exceptional circumstances but they
should have looked at every other alternative first." [emphasis added]
3.9 Criticisms of the WDLP, such as those of a failure to positively plan to maximise housing delivery in order to meet
the FOAN and a reluctance to take a robust approach to the reallocation of poorly performing Green Belt land for
housing development, will almost certainly also apply to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. The MoU
is a
document which appears to invite housing overspill into Aylesbury Vale and lacks checks and balances to ensure any
unmet housing need has been demonstrably minimised.
Proposed modification:
3.10 The MoU (referenced in para 1.12) appears to be based on an unsound judgement of the opportunities that exist
for the three southern districts of Buckinghamshire to deliver a greater proportion of their own FOAN. Following further
detailed scrutiny of the figures in the MoU through the examination of the other relevant local plans, WTC believes that
the unmet need housing targets for Aylesbury Vale District should be reduced, or alternatively the time scale over
which those targets apply should be extended beyond the end of the plan period for VALP.
4 Affordable housing
4.1 The reduction in percentage and quantum of affordable housing to be delivered, compared with that previously
shown in the draft VALP, does not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing. The
draft VALP proposed 31% of affordable homes on qualifying sites, which would have yielded about 8,800 affordable
homes, whereas the submission VALP in Policy H1 only proposes 25% generating about 5,900 affordable homes.
Evidence from CPRE, the National Housing Federation, Shelter, the Institute for Public Policy Research etc are all
telling the same story, one of shortfalls of affordable housing delivery, more homelessness, an ever-increasing annual
housing benefit bill etc. WTC understands that the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (VAHT) has evidence that indicates
that the provision of 6,000 affordable homes in Aylesbury Vale over the 20 year plan period will be significantly less
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than demand. When a neighbouring authority (WDC) demands 40% affordable homes on qualifying greenfield sites,
why does VALP propose a very much lower target for the same Plan period within the same Bucks Housing Market
Area?
Evidence
4.2 WTC considers the following paragraphs of the Affordable Housing section of the VALP Housing Topic Paper
November 2017 in particular contain inaccuracies which have resulted in unsound conclusions regarding the
percentage of affordable homes to be delivered on qualifying sites.
4.5 As set out in the HEDNA December 2016 to establish the past trends and current estimates of the need for
affordable housing local authority data on homeless households and temporary accommodation, was considered
alongside census data on concealed households and overcrowding together with information from the English Housing
Survey, Housing Register and information from Housing benefit data on households unable to afford their housing
costs. Based on this information the study concluded that there are 3,311 households currently in affordable housing
need in the Buckinghamshire HMA who are unable to afford their own housing. Deducting those whose housing is not
suitable and households that will release their housing back into the market leaves a net need of a 1,150 households
who that are currently in affordable housing need who are unable to afford their own housing.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.3 On 8th December 2017 VAHT told WTC that:
"As of November 2017 there were nearly 3,900 applicants registered on Bucks Home Choice (BHC) within the
Aylesbury Vale. Of these just over 2,300 are in bands A to D and eligible for affordable rented housing in the Vale.
Around 1,600 are in band HO and may be eligible for rural exception properties or others with strict local connection
criteria."
4.4 And Bedfordshire Pilgrims Housing Association (BPHA), the organisation which manages the register for shared
ownership affordable homes in the Vale, told WTC that... the figures for Shared Ownership applicants for Aylesbury
Vale since 2015 (based on applicant requests for 2, 3, 4, 5 bedrooms) were:
2015 - 352
2016 - 434
2017 so far - 482
BPHA does not maintain a register of unmet need and these figures no longer appear to be available. When Catalyst
managed the Shared Ownership Register, they recorded unmet need figures of 407 in 2010 steadily rising to 1,048 in
2014.
4.5 So in the past 3 years about 1,300 applications for shared ownership properties have been recorded. Paragraph
1.48 of VALP states that over the past 5 years an average of 1,127 dwellings were built each year. Out of this total, an
average of 349 were affordable dwellings. With 25% of affordable homes allocated to shared ownership, over the past
5 years an average of just 87 shared ownership affordable properties have been delivered each year. This leaves an
unmet need figure for the past 3 years alone of over 1,000 plus the backlog from 2014 and earlier.
4.6 From the above data, WTC concludes that the current unmet need for all types of affordable homes in Aylesbury
Vale is over 5,000 and the evidence is of an increasing demand. Although this evidence would have been available to
AVDC and its consultants it does not appear to have been considered. WTC's evidence from those 'at the coal face'
indicates that the base figure for unmet need of 3,331 for all forms of affordable homes in December 2016 is incorrect.
Para 1.47 of VALP states: The total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice housing register waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. (WTC believes this figure only relates to Aylesbury Vale, as
opposed to the entire BHC area). This appears to suggest that no account was taken in the HEDNA of the need for
shared ownership affordable homes.
4.8 Government requirements now prohibit the requirement for affordable housing applying to housing sites of 10 or
less dwellings. As this is expected to be a significant proportion of new housing development in Aylesbury Vale the
percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased to 25% to allow the total requirement of 4,200 affordable
dwellings for the district to be achieved. This is of course provided that the proportion of affordable required does not
generally render proposed housing developments in Aylesbury Vale unviable on the basis of paragraph 173 of the
NPPF.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.7 This paragraph (4.8, above) only takes account of the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale and takes no account of the unmet
need of 8,000 for the District Councils in the south of the County, where the LPAs are expecting delivery of affordable
homes in accordance with their Local Plans. Wycombe's draft Local Plan requires 40% affordable homes on their own
greenfield sites. If, say, 35% of the 8,000 unmet need homes included in VALP were required to be affordable, and if
85% of them were on qualifying sites, this would result in an additional requirement of about 2,400 affordable homes,
resulting in a total of 6,600 affordable homes (representing about 29% of all new homes), not 5,900 as proposed by
VALP. For the overall percentage delivery of affordable homes to be based solely on the Vale's requirements, when
29% of housing delivery will be for unmet need from other Districts, is a flawed approach and therefore unsound.
4.9 The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that
the 25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the
affordable housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. The council has therefore set the 25%
requirement as a minimum in the proposed affordable housing policy which will allow a higher provision where justified
by viability. The viability information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.8 WTC believes that the evidence in the submission VALP proves that a minimum figure much higher than 25%
should be viable in almost all cases. As referred to above, Paragraph 1.48 of VALP advises that average annual
housing delivery in the Vale for the past 5 years was 1,127, of which 349 was the average annual delivery of affordable
homes. This represents a 31% delivery of new affordable homes across qualifying and non-qualifying sites.
4.9 In Paragraph 4.8 of the VALP Housing Topic Paper it says:
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...the percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased ... . As 31% affordable homes has been delivered over
all sites for the past 5 years this must mean that the percentage delivery figure on qualifying sites has been appreciably
more than 31%. So a target higher than 31% has been shown to be viable.
4.10 Strategic communities with made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale require at least 35% affordable housing
delivery on qualifying sites. For both Winslow and Buckingham, for those sites identified in respective Neighbourhood
Plans where planning applications have been approved or submitted, no issue as to the viability of the 35% figure has
been raised.
4.11 Notwithstanding the above evidence that viability can be achieved at 35%, and there is more than sufficient
demand at that level, the consultant's report in the Housing Topic Paper, para 4.9, only indicates - the affordable
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. AVDC then erroneously concludes - The viability
information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified. WTC considers this to be
another unsound element underpinning the highly questionable 25% delivery figure for affordable housing proposed in
VALP.
4.12 Finally WTC considers that setting a minimum target for affordable housing is not appropriate as developers will
seek to design to such a minimum rather than deliver anything higher. It would be more prudent to set a realistic but
challenging target percentage to be delivered - and accept that developers may be able to demonstrate viability
problems in meeting the target in full on some specific sites.
Proposed modification:
4.13 WTC considers that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound. WTC proposes that VALP be modified to set a minimum of 35% affordable housing delivery on
qualifying sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the viable delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more
problematic than for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield
housing sites and a minimum 30% for brownfield sites.
5 Accommodating demographic growth in second-tier settlements
5.1 In VALP para 3.20 it is stated that
The settlement hierarchy is based on an assessment of population size, settlement connectivity and the availability of
employment and other services and facilities. A draft settlement hierarchy has been consulted on, and a number of
changes have been made to the conclusions as a result of comments received. A report has been produced setting out
how the settlement hierarchy was established which is available on the Council's website. The proposed settlement
hierarchy is set out in Table 2, along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement. The
allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of the settlement to accommodate housing growth, rather
than a blanket percentage increase on existing housing stock as was previously proposed in the draft Plan. [WTC's
emphasis added]
5.2 The emphasised section above appears to be flawed because the Plan gives no account of how the Plan has
robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to accommodate housing growth." It is important to bear in mind
that the district-wide housing growth in VALP is 36% without the buffer and total growth of 40% across the district
including the buffer. Table 2 simply indicates the total amount of housing development per settlement as
completions/commitments plus any allocations. Of the 11 larger villages (Stoke Mandeville is omitted because, we are
informed, it is included in the Aylesbury figures), defined as such in the settlement hierarchy because of their superior
infrastructure, only 5 have any allocations. Of those 11 larger villages, 8 are expected to deliver less than 20% housing
growth. Four of them are not even expected to meet their own demographic growth to 2033. These are Stone
(population over 2,600) 3.4% housing growth, Ivinghoe (population 1,000) 4.6%, Long Crendon (pop over 2,500) 9.5%
and Wing (pop over 2,800) - 10.9%. Only Steeple Claydon with a 22.8% increase and Aston Clinton with a 40.3%
increase in homes exceed 20% growth, whilst Waddesdon (including Fleet Marston) has 20% growth. The second tier
in the Plan's settlement hierarchy comprises all the larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable
access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations for development [WTC's
emphasis added]. A Local Plan which does not demand that these second tier settlements should provide housing
growth that meets their individual demographic growth as a minimum during the Plan period, would appear to be
unsound.
Proposed modification:
5.3 WTC proposes that VALP be modified to require all 'large villages' to deliver appreciably more than the basic figure
for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury Vale is a growth area and that districtwide housing growth is more than 36%.
6 Population growth expectations
6.1 Para 1.35 of the submission VALP states that during the Plan period there will be a growth in population of about
35,000 (once allowance has been made for the growth which took place between 2011 and 2013). With growth of
27,300 homes in the Plan period, this figure for population growth appears to be under-stated. WTC drew attention to
this at the draft VALP stage, but has received no explanation for the apparent discrepancy, nor any correction of it in
the submission Plan.
Proposed modification:
6.2 The expected increase in the population of Aylesbury Vale in the plan period should be stated more accurately to
be in excess of 60,000 based on the number of additional homes proposed.
7 Examination in Public
7.1 AVDC is asked to note that Winslow Town Council wishes to participate in the
Examination in Public.
Sean Carolan
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Deputy Clerk

Summary:

There is an allocation of a single site for housing growth in Winslow which is contrary to:
(a) NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which
enables communities to decide where new homes should be located;
(b) various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
(c) para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.

Change to Plan

To meet WTC's objection this issue should be addressed by VALP stating the target figure of additional housing that
needs to be accommodated in an updated WNP, perhaps indicating that one option for locating this might be on the
identified land to the east of Great Horwood Road. An equivalent change also should be made to VALP in respect of
other areas which have a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
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Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Wendover and Halton are separate parishes. Halton is NOT a sustainable strategic settlement it has no infrastructure
support such as medical centre, pub, open space, playfields (all the open space and playfields belong to RAF Halton.
Roads infrastructure is inadequate for current traffic and the village is used as a rat run for drivers to avoid Wendover,
Weston Turville etc.
Halton is not a service centre for surrounding villages, Wendover is.
The closure of Halton is 'planned' for 2022 not confirmed. Wendover has a housing need identified of 800 in the
previous plan, why has this been removed and the priority timescale changed? Halton is not within reasonable walking
distance of Wendover as stated. If unwell how can people be expected to walk to the doctors, how can people be
expected to carry heavy shopping up the hill to Halton from Wendover. There is no bus service in Halton, this appears
to have been ignored in the plan.

Summary:

Halton and Wendover are not the same parish and should not be put together to calculate housing needs. Halton is not
within a reasonable walking distance of Wendover.

Change to Plan

Evidence needs to be provided to support the housing allocation for Halton. There needs to be a robust plan for
infrastructure to support a new community of 1,000 houses and improved roads and transport. Wendover itself can not
support the community 1,000 will create, doctors, shops, parking, station etc.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Settlement Hierarchy should make a distinction between AONB and non-AONB villages. Settlements in the AONB or
its setting should have special consideration e.g. Ivinghoe, Edlesborough, Pitstone, Aston Clinton, Marsworth,
Cheddington, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville. More weight should be given to population size as well as
facilities e.g. >2000 population plus key criteria. It does not make sense for Ivinghoe, a village of only 722 people and
constrained by the AONB, to be a 'larger village'. It has the smallest population of any 'larger village' and is smaller than
Chardon which at 862 people is a 'smaller village'.

Summary:

Settlement Hierarchy should make a distinction between AONB and non-AONB villages. Settlements in the AONB or
its setting should have special consideration e.g. Ivinghoe, Edlesborough, Pitstone, Aston Clinton, Marsworth,
Cheddington, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville. More weight should be given to population size as well as
facilities e.g. >2000 population plus key criteria. It does not make sense for Ivinghoe, a village of only 722 people and
constrained by the AONB, to be a 'larger village'. It has the smallest population of any 'larger village' and is smaller than
Chardon which at 862 people is a 'smaller village'.

Change to Plan

Re-organise Table 2 to have AONB and non-AONB affected villages separately in the Settlement Hierarchy. Reclassify Ivinghoe, it is not large in either population or geographical size and does not meet Table 2's description of
'larger villages' as "Larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable access to facilities and services and
public transport, making them sustainable locations for development" This will help the Council demonstrate that it is
having regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of AONBs when coming to a decision
relating to, or affecting, land within the AONB (this is a statutory duty under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of
Way Act 2000).

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 944 - 30415 - Table 2 Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development - ii, iii

944

Object

3. Strategic

Table 2 Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing
development

Respondent: Thame Town Council (Mr Graeme Markland) [30415] Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Aylesbury Vale District Council have dispersed development according to the capacity of each settlement. The District
states in Paragraph 2.8 of the Proposed Submission Plan that development must be located in a way that enables
sustainable settlements to remain sustainable.
The assessment of capacity results in a score for each settlement; each has only been judged relatively, against one
another. Haddenham has therefore been flagged as being capable of enabling sustainable development, against the
evidence.
Haddenham has been identified for 1,051 dwellings over the Plan period, including 315, newly allocated. It is identified
as a service centre for the surrounding area. Using the 2011 Census average household size this means the
population of Haddenham could swell to 7,130 through the committed and allocated development, up from the 4,502
recorded at the start of the Plan Period.
The VALP Settlement Hierarchy, September 2017 shows Haddenham has only 5 food stores. These are dispersed
across the village, with only 2 being within 200 metres of one another; the rest are up to 1 km apart. Two of the food
stores are farm shops, offering a small range of specialist goods, only.
The VALP Retail Study (February 2015) highlights the issue. In 2014, just 0.3% of expenditure within Haddenham's
retail zone (Zone 6 of the study) was spent in Haddenham, against 8.6% in nearby Thame. For top-up shopping,
Haddenham again scores a low 1%, against Thame's 12.2%.
This demonstrates that for a significant proportion of Aylesbury Vale's residents, Thame is the most immediate retail
centre for convenience goods. This is notable, given that retail zone 6 encloses Aylesbury and is close to Bicester, two
much higher level retail centres.
The retail study also shows that the over 95% of visitors (Annex A, Q02) journey to Thame by car either as a driver or
passenger. Almost 60% do so for the discrete function of food shopping, with some 30% linking trips in some way.
The impact on Thame's amenity of an extra 1,051 dwellings, or over 2,600 people, has not been assessed by the Vale.

Summary:

AVDC identifies Haddenham as a service centre. It has been scored relatively against other Vale settlements, and has
poor provision. Most main and top-up food shops trips are, and will be, made in Thame. Most journeys (95%+) are carborn. The level of housing committed and proposed suggests a population in excess of 7,000 for Haddenham. No
effort has been made to redress shortfall.

Change to Plan

Consideration should be given to encourage regeneration of Haddenham's core retail facilities. This should be in line
with the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan's ambitions to strengthen retail at Banks Road.
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Respondent: Mrs Carole Hawkins [32110]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sirs
your online portal to make comments on the local plan does not seem to be working
I do not intend to waste any more time on it so please accept this email as my representation
I wish to say the following regarding Marsworth
Although the housing quota for Marsworth has been reduced, it is still designated a medium village. This should not be
as Marsworth school is only a tiny 1st school of 20 or so pupils and will surely close soon as it cannot be cost effective.
The plan allows for building on brown field sites as of preference and yet recently permission was refused for the
building on the derelict pub site in the village on the basis that it was in the country and not in the centre of the village-it
is one minute walk from the pub and 2 minutes from the recreation ground and village hall and less than 5 minutes walk
from the church and school. Planners need to have joined up thinking when applying the plan and pay site visits if the
plan is to work as it should
Regrds
Carole Hawkins

Summary:

Although the housing quota for Marsworth has been reduced, it is still designated a medium village. This should not
be. The plan allows for building on brown field sites as of preference and yet recently permission was refused for the
building on the derelict pub site in the village on the basis that it was in the country and not in the centre of the village-it
is one minute walk from the pub and 2 minutes from the recreation ground and village hall and less than 5 minutes walk
from the church and school.
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Respondent: South Oxfordshire District Council (Mr. Ryan Hunt)
[32213]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Planning
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD
Contact officer:
Karen.attwood@southoxon.gov.uk
Tel: 01235 422600
Textphone users add 18001 before you dial
Your reference:
Our reference:
Dear Sir/Madam
Officer Response
South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
2013-2033 Proposed Submission version
Please find below an officer's response to the proposed submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-2033. Our formal response is in the process of being signed off by
the relevant cabinet member and will follow in due-course.
SODC considers the plan to be sound, legally compliant and meet the requirements of Duty to Cooperate.
SODC does not think it to be necessary to attend the examination unless the Inspector believes it
necessary to demonstrate Duty to Co-operate has been followed. An MoU between SODC and
Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is expected to be signed shortly.
Housing Need:
As part of the Duty to Co-operate we continue to monitor the possibility of any potential unmet
needs particularly housing from neighbouring councils. Both councils recognise we are not within the
same Housing Market Area (HMA) and as such there is no need to address any development needs
resulting from the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. It has been noted that AVDC has increased its
housing requirement by 8,000 homes during the plan period to 27,400 homes as a result of the
collective unmet housing need arising from the authorities to its south, namely Wycombe, Chiltern
and South Bucks. It is recognised that AVDC has sufficient suitable and deliverable sites to meet this
need and would not require any of this to be met by SODC.
On page 33 of the VALP it states 'we fully anticipate the need to carry out an early review of VALP to
take into account newly emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on
calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major strategic schemes'. As such SODC would like
to maintain an ongoing dialogue and be updated following any review of the housing need for AVDC
and any unmet need resulting from the wider Central Buckinghamshire HMA.
Haddenham and Thame cross border issues:
Overall the sites proposed for development within the VALP are not considered to have a significant
cross border impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as the majority of new homes required are
some distance from the shared border with development focused on Aylesbury and other existing
settlements with no new settlements planned. However, it has been noted that a significant number
of new dwellings is to be allocated at Haddenham. Page 38 of VALP sets out the overall number of
dwellings to come forward during the plan period. At Haddenham a total of 1,051 homes of which
more than half are committed or completed. The remaining 315 being allocated within the VALP. On
its own it is not considered to have a significant impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as this is a
significant reduction on previous versions of the VALP which included a new settlement near
Haddenham. It has been noted that Haddenham remains a potential location for a new settlement if
after a review of the plan it is determined the need exists. SODC would like to remain in contact on
this issue in order to better understand the cross-border impacts of the proposed development and
any future growth in the area, particularly on the A415 between Haddenham and Thame. We would
seek continued dialogue with AV on the potential infrastructure implications resulting from
development at Haddenham and Thame and would like to explore the potential for joint working on
further studies.
The South Oxfordshire Playing Pitch Strategy identifies a significant proportion of the pitch provision
in the North sub-area of the district based around Chinnor to cater for teams and residents arising
from Aylesbury Vale. The strategy recognises that significant additional growth in Aylesbury Vale
could lead to insufficient capacity at these pitches. We would welcome dialogue with AV on the
implications of this and the potential for sharing developer contributions to address the impacts of
increased demand for these pitches and their associated facilities as a result of significant growth in
Aylesbury Vale.
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway Implications:
Assessment of the potential corridors for the route of the Expressway are currently being
investigated by Highways England. The proposed Southern route option would likely run in close
proximity to Thame and Haddenham and would have a significant impact on the area. Should a more
northerly route be chosen, this could also have wider traffic and environmental impacts that would
need careful consideration. The councils have been co-operating on this matter for some time to
better understand the potential implications of the project. Should this option be taken forward
there will be a need for further joint working/liaison to explore and plan for both the economic
benefits and environmental impacts of these proposals.
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Chinnor Reservoir:
As a result of Thames Water confirming that there are no longer any plans for a Chinnor reservoir,
the site is no longer needed to be safeguarded in either Local Plan. Both councils came to an
agreement on this in May 2017 and a statement as such will be included in an agreed Memorandum
of Understanding ahead of the submission stage of VALP and SODC Local Plan.
Duty to Co-operate:
It is important to maintain officer and member level Duty to Co-operate dialogue to better
understand the issues above and any other issues that may impact on each council in-order to
positively plan for development and mitigate impacts. SODC looks forward to finalising a formal
Memorandum of Understanding with AVDC which is currently being drafted, as well as a wider
Memorandum of Understanding/ Statement of Common Ground on cross-border transport matters
which is also proposed to include Wycombe District Council and the respective County Councils.
If any clarification is required on any of the above comments or any issues relating to this response,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards
Ryan Hunt
Enquires Officer
Policy Team
South Oxfordshire District Council

Summary:

Page 38 of VALP sets out the overall number of
dwellings to come forward during the plan period. At Haddenham a total of 1,051 homes of which
more than half are committed or completed. The remaining 315 being allocated within the VALP. On
its own it is not considered to have a significant impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as this is a
significant reduction on previous versions of the VALP which included a new settlement near
Haddenham.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Vanderbilt Strategic [32272]

Agent:

Wessex Environmental Planning (Andrew Blackwell)
[32174]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a letter of representation made on behalf of Vanderbilt Strategic plus requisite form and in respect
of policies affecting Aston Clinton.

Summary:

The SA has not looked at Aston Clinton fairly. The evidence base does not point to a finite environmental, school or
other infrastructure capacity for Aston Clinton having been reached. Policy S 2 plus supporting tables and text
references should therefore be amended to allow a further allocation at Aston Clinton and with the suggestion of 89
homes on land adjacent to College Road South.

Change to Plan

See letter of representation attached and changes proposed for policy S2 and accompanying Table 2
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Blackwell, Andrew 32174 (Vanderbilt) letter of representation VALP_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1527 - 32302 - Table 2 Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development - i, ii, iii, iv

1527

Object

3. Strategic

Table 2 Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing
development

Respondent: Bellway Homes [32302]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of Bellway Homes to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan 2017.

Summary:

it is noted that Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Weston Turville do not have their own housing requirement due to their
proximity to Aylesbury. Despite being categorised as "Medium Villages', each of their requirements are included within
Aylesbury's overall requirement of 16,398 dwellings (See Proposed Submission Policy S2, Table 3). This effectively
ascribes Weston Turville the status of 'Strategic Settlement', as part of Aylesbury.

Change to Plan

We recommend strongly that our client's sustainable and deliverable site should be allocated for development, in order
that it can make a meaningful early contribution to the housing needs of the District and wider Housing Market Area.
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Attachments:
Bellway Homes, 32302 Weston Turville Form.pdf
Bellway Homes, 32302 Land South West of Western Turville Representations Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: DPD Architects (Mr Mark Longworth) [29481]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find appended our consultation response in relation to the Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

Summary:

Proposed housing development allocations in Weston Turville, is unbalanced allocation is contrary and fails to support
to the strategic objectives, by failing to provide an appropriate level of growth to preserve and enhance the village
facilities of Weston Turville, and fails to provide an appropriate mix of housing.

Change to Plan

Weston Turville to be reclassified as sustainable Larger Village with good transport connections.
Housing allocation of the settlement of Weston Turville to be significantly increased to reflect local requirements as
outlined in the evidence base of the Consultation Neighbourhood Plan.
Policy S8 to be reworded.
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Longworth Mark 29481 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217 Local Plan.pdf
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

In both Tables 1 and 2 of S2 Spatial strategy for growth, the single line entry combining Wendover with Halton (Halton
Camp) should be separated into distinct rows and Halton should have a distinct entry in the tables with the correct
demarcation (a "smaller village") and its housing allocation (1,000 houses). In Table 2 the entry for Halton needs to
have a description in column 2 highlighting why it has been selected for the 1,000 houses and how that fits within the
settlement hierarchy.

Change to Plan

see attached
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Respondent: Hertfordshire County Council (Martin Wells) [32410]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.

Summary:

STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
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Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.

Summary:

LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Wong, Velda , Hertfordshire County Council.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1947 - 32410 - Table 2 Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development - None

1947

Support

3. Strategic

Table 2 Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing
development

Respondent: Hertfordshire County Council (Martin Wells) [32410]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.

Summary:

18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
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Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.

Summary:

Pitstone
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
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Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.

Summary:

MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
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On behalf of our Client, the Society of Merchant Venturers, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

Table 2 confirms that there is no need to allocate any additional housing growth at Cheddington.
However, given the Council's housing shortfall (see comments to Policy S2), we consider that there is a need to
allocate additional housing - including at Cheddington - to meet the full OAN for Aylesbury Vale.
See further details in the attached covering letter.

Change to Plan

We consider that the SMV's additional land at Cheddington can be brought forward to help assist the Council to meet
this housing shortfall, in accordance with the settlement hierarchy.
See further details in the attached covering letter.
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Attachments:
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy S9.pdf
2000_Redacted.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy S2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Table 2.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

This strategy devalues Milton Keynes, which is unjustified, and threatens the prompt delivery of appropriate levels of
planned growth, which is ineffective.

Change to Plan

Objection to Paragraph 1.32, Table 1 and Table 2 Change sought: formal policy recognition of Milton Keynes in the
settlement hierarchy as a 'Strategic Settlement'
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Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

the "sustainability" of different settlements in the district appears to be based solely or primarily on accessibility to
facilities and services. However, this is a very limited and somewhat outdated basis for ascertaining the "sustainability"
of a settlement - consideration should also be given to the environmental capacity of a settlement to accommodate new
development, with reference to potential impacts on the historic environment - many of the district's 124 conservation
areas are in the villages. (This would be in accordance with the statement in paragraph 3.10 of the Plan).

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

The inconsistency of the Settlement Hierarchy and the housing delivery expected of individual settlements is also
exemplified by VALP's demands of Maids Moreton detailed in Table 2. Maids Moreton is defined as a 'medium village,'
it currently comprises roughly 370 homes yet VALP specifies it will have an allocation of 170 additional homes for
delivery during the Plan period. This is a 46% growth in housing, proportionately greater than all the second tier larger
villages including Aston Clinton!

Change to Plan

NBPPC proposes that VALP should be modified to require all 'large villages' as 'second tier' communities to deliver
appreciably more than the basic figure for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury
Vale is a growth area and that district-wide housing growth is more than 36%. Also, the irrational level of growth
planned for Maids Moreton needs to be significantly reduced.
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Attachments:
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 NBPPC DRAFT FULL REPRESENTATION TO THE SUBMISSION VALP FINAL.pdf
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 ]VALP response 121217 Cov Ltr.pdf
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.

Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109]

Agent:

Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

Comment on S2(d), table 1 and table 2. The current draft of the VALP is unsustainably reliant on Aylesbury and the
District's villages to deliver the District's much needed homes, whilst Winlsow, a Top Tier Strategic Settlement where
growth should be
concentrated, is identified to deliver a disproportionately low and insufficient level of housing for a settlement of its
status. This is exacerbated when additional growth linked to East-West Rail and the provision of a new station in
Winslow is considered. As currently drafted the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan will not deliver the homes required in the
District and has not considered fully all of the reasonable alternative options available to the District.

Change to Plan

We consider that Winslow should accommodate more housing growth than is currently identified. The most sustainable
and deliverable option for additional growth in Winslow and the District is land to the north of Allocation WIN001, more
commonly referred to as the 'Greenway Project', which has been promoted for
development over an extended period. We consider the Greenway Project represents the preferred option for a New
Settlement in the District where it is the most sustainable and deliverable option, and is closely linked to key
infrastructure priorities identified within the draft VALP.
We consider that the Greenway Project should be allocated as a New Settlement to enable the VALP to deliver the
homes required in the District and HMA, and to make the VALP sound and legally compliant.
Please see the enclosed document 'Greenway- Promotion of Land North of Winslow' for further details and justification
of the Greenway Project as a sustainable and deliverable option for growth in Winslow and Aylesbury Vale District. This
has been previously submitted to the Council as part of the promotional activity for
this land.
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Attachments:
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - WIN001 PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - New Settlement PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - OAN PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Buffer PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Expressway PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 Stage 2 Advocacy Document v2 OCR.pdf
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Winslow PDF.PDF
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.
Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

see attached
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
2397_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 352 - 28889 - 3.22 - i, ii, iii, iv

352

Object

3. Strategic

3.22

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I support the policy but AVDC do not stick to this policy. The Council "will seek" to preserve is so weak as to be
meaningless. It is no more than words which they have no intention of fulfilling and does not provide a clear enough
policy platform on which to resist development when, in fact, the NPPF would complement/endorse/support such as
policy. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with
Aylesbury. This is not even disputed so why do they insist on cramming the amount of houses to the South of
Aylesbury with the resulting economic and social problems.

Summary:

policy is weak and needs stronger definition

Change to Plan

The policy needs to say that where development coalesces it will be resisted at every level. The allocations at
Hampden Fields and through Stoke Mandeville needs to be significantly reduced.
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Yes
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3. Strategic

3.22

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We support the policy but AVDC do not stick to this policy. The Council "will seek" to preserve is a meaningless
expression. The wording suggests they have no intention of fulfilling and does not provide a clear enough policy
platform on which to resist development when the NPPF would complement / endorse / support such a policy. The
planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This
cannot be disputed so why do AVDC insist on cramming the large amount of houses to the South of Aylesbury.

Summary:

We support the policy but AVDC do not stick to this policy. The Council "will seek" to preserve is a meaningless
expression. The wording suggests they have no intention of fulfilling and does not provide a clear enough policy
platform on which to resist development when the NPPF would complement / endorse / support such a policy. The
planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This
cannot be disputed so why do AVDC insist on cramming the large amount of houses to the South of Aylesbury.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Respondent: AD Fanthorpe [30056]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

More needs to be done than "seek to preserve". The character of Weston Turville will be totally obliterated by
Hampden Fields, and coalescence with Bedgrove/Aylesbury Inevitable. A planning inspector refused an application for
50 houses on Marroway because it would impact on the character of Weston Turville, and lead to coalescence. How
much greater would be the impact of 3000 houses on Hampden Fields?

Summary:

More needs to be done than "seek to preserve". The character of Weston Turville will be totally obliterated by
Hampden Fields, and coalescence with Bedgrove/Aylesbury Inevitable. A planning inspector refused an application for
50 houses on Marroway because it would impact on the character of Weston Turville, and lead to coalescence. How
much greater would be the impact of 3000 houses on Hampden Fields?

Change to Plan

There must be an absolute commitment to preserve the identities of neighbouring settlements, and any compromise of
the open character of the countryside.
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3.22

Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
I agree with this, but the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville are contrary to the policy and
would result in the disappearance of open countryside between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and
Aston Clinton. It is essential that these communities remain separate and do not end up as part of an expanded
Aylesbury. It is also essential that the existing clear separation between Wendover, Weston Turville and Halton
continues, and that no green belt land is released for housing, now or in the future.
(this comment is also relevant to D-AGTl South Aylesbury; 3.32 Green Belt)

Summary:

I agree with this, but the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville are contrary to the policy and
would result in the disappearance of open countryside between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and
Aston Clinton. It is essential that these communities remain separate and do not end up as part of an expanded
Aylesbury. It is also essential that the existing clear separation between Wendover, Weston Turville and Halton
continues, and that no green belt land is released for housing, now or in the future.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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None
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Respondent: Mr Trevor Toms [29141]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The plans shown for Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville directly conflict with Policy S1 para e.
The plans will connect the main body of Aylesbury with these villages completely, losing both the character and identity
of these two communities.

Summary:

The plans shown for Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville directly conflict with Policy S1 para e.
The plans will connect the main body of Aylesbury with these villages completely, losing both the character and identity
of these two communities.

Change to Plan

To ensure the existing green space between these communities is maintained, in accordance with the AVDC policy
S1.e.
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3.22

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.22 WPC fully support any policy or initiatives that 'seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring
settlements or communities'. In particular, WPC strongly supports the Council in it's desire to 'resist development that
would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements, especially where the gaps between
them are already small'. Whaddon, being so close to Milton Keynes (one or two fields represent the current gap) is one
such settlement that falls within an area that has been and will continue to be promoted by major development and
house building companies, and indeed most of the land around Whaddon is already owned by investment companies
who are promoting speculative development sites in the hope that Milton Keynes will expand further westwards and
south-westwards. Whilst the Village is not against properly located and sustainable growth, and indeed recognise the
benefits that carefully planned development can bring, the Whaddon community is united in recognising that growth
must occur - certainly during the lifetime of this plan - in the most sustainable locations within the Aylesbury Vale. With
Milton Keynes looking to grow to the east of the M1 motorway in the longer term, and with the majority of housing need
in the Vale of Aylesbury - including that to cater for the unmet needs of local authorities lying to the south of the
County, - AVDC are absolutely correct to direct growth to Aylesbury and the strategic settlements and larger villages.
The rural north of AVDC is not at present an appropriate place to place such major growth, but WPC recognises and
understands that all areas must be carefully researched for longer term major growth, once the east-west rail is open,
and when HS2 and the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway essential infrastructure growth comes to fruition. WPC
welcomes the fact that AVDC are to further investigate a possible new settlement when this plan is reviewed and future
strategic transport policies are finally approved and funded, which will ensure their much needed and timely
deliverability.

Summary:

WPC wish to ensure that the Inspector fully understands - as previous inspectors have done in recent years - the
importance of the green gap that currently exists between Whaddon and Milton Keynes, which will both stop
coalescence and ensure that this important and historic landscape is enjoyed by generations to come .

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 762 - 28563 - 3.22 - None

762

Object
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3.22

Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The loss of good arable farming land, which is currently producing must needed crops for the food chain, open
countryside and wildlife habitats. Reducing the number of local communities and making them part of Aylesbury i.e.
the planned developments of Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville.

Summary:

The loss of good arable farming land, which is currently producing must needed crops for the food chain, open
countryside and wildlife habitats. Reducing the number of local communities and making them part of Aylesbury i.e.
the planned developments of Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville.

Change to Plan

Do not plan large developments in Villages. Do not allow the number of houses to be build in any area that are greater
than the homes in that area. Number of houses to be build villages should only be based local growth
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Yes
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3.22

Respondent: Mr Stuart Twigg [29069]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The local plan plans to fill in the gaps between Aylesbury and its surrounding villages.

Summary:

The local plan plans to fill in the gaps between Aylesbury and its surrounding villages.

Change to Plan

Weston Turville will become a suburb of Aylesbury regardless of the spin of narrow green corridors when an existing
narrow corridor already exists
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Object

3. Strategic

3.22

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Christine and Dennis Clarke [30281]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I understand that the local plan for the Vale of Aylesbury is the subject of a public enquiry and I would like to add my
comments to those of other residents and organisations who have concerns regarding the current proposals. Please
see below my views on specific sections of the plan:3.22 I am concerned that developments such as Hampden Fields and Woodlands will impose on the identity of
villages such as Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and Wendover as building on such a large scale will cause a
"blurring" of the borders of these villages with Aylesbury itself.
4.17 Interventions such as orbital roads are not happening quickly enough and the impact of 16,000 houses around
the edges of Aylesbury will have an effect on the roads in the town. Our MP David Lidington has already commented
that he does not want Aylesbury to be known as a gridlock town. Well my view is that between 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 am
and also between 3.00 p.m. and 6.30 p.m. on the Tring and Wendover roads in and out of Aylesbury this is already the
situation. Building on such a scale in one location between these two major routes in and out of Aylesbury is only going
to exacerbate the traffic problems we are already experiencing in this location and no amount of orbital or link roads is
going to help.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town I consider to be an insult to the people of Aylesbury. With the amount of
building developments including infilling between existing residences, especially on the Tring Road towards Tring itself,
I am concerned that there will be no room left for any open or green spaces in Aylesbury which will make a mockery of
the name associated with "Garden" towns.
7.20 I think that the AVDC should look to make the most of the Oxford - Cambridge railway as I understand they are
proposing to build a significant amount of housing and related expansion on this line which will open up opportunities to
develop the middle and north areas of Buckinghamshire. This would relieve the necessity to overcompensate
development in the Aylesbury area.
9.28 Air quality - This aspect of any rapid development of Aylesbury must be addressed as if not this is very likely to
impact on the health of the local population. I did not move away from London many years ago to end up in a constant
traffic jam.

Summary:

I am concerned that developments such as Hampden Fields and Woodlands will impose on the identity of villages such
as Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and Wendover as building on such a large scale will cause a "blurring" of the
borders of these villages with Aylesbury itself.
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3.22

Respondent: Mrs Stephanie Schneider [29055]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
I have tried to use the on-line form several times but it does not let me type in the relevant boxes so I am submitting my
responses in this e-mail giving the information, as much as possible, as required in the form.
I do not wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
Please inform me:When the VALP is submitted for independent examination.
When the Inspector's report is published
When the VALP is adopted
Responses
3.22 The phrases in this section 'seek to preserve' and 'The Council will resist development ....' are not strong
enough to provide protection from the coalescence of settlements. Already, the planned developments at Hampden
Fields and Stoke Mandeville would join these villages to Aylesbury so this policy is currently failing. This is not an
effective approach.
Suggested Change
Protection against coalescence of settlements should be strengthened and the planned developments which would go
against this policy should be reviewed or abandoned.

4.17 The 16,000 new houses planned around Aylesbury will have a very severe impact on the transport system (which
is already often gridlocked) and the orbital roads will not take enough of the traffic away from the town centre. Also,
much of the orbital route strategy is aspirational and so they will not be built for years, if at all. This policy is not
effective.
Suggested Change
There should be an up to date, independently assessed, sound evidence base for the transport interventions needed to
cope with future traffic levels.

D-AGT3 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury. It would also be in very close proximity to Aston Clinton. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Aston Clinton (coalescence - Policy 3.22.)

D-AGT4 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury, particularly on the A41, A413 and the gyratory system. It would also be in very close proximity to
Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
(coalescence - Policy 3.22)
Summary:

The phrases in this section 'seek to preserve' and 'The Council will resist development ....' are not strong enough to
provide protection from the coalescence of settlements. Already, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville would join these villages to Aylesbury so this policy is currently failing. This is not an effective
approach.

Change to Plan

Protection against coalescence of settlements should be strengthened and the planned developments which would go
against this policy should be reviewed or abandoned.
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3.22

Respondent: Barbara White [30160]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1001

Object
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3.22

Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure. The plan
states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between
developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South of
Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
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Respondent: Robin Garside [28948]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Greetings,
I wish to make one comment covering two aspects of the proposed Local Plan.
My comment concerns clauses 3.2.2 and 4.125
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
I would say that the intention to "seek to preserve" is not a reasonable target. It does not show any real intent at all. The
Hampden Fields and other development already under discussion will serve to remove the 'wedge' between, for
example, Aylesbury and Weston Turville.
There should be open countryside between villages and the town of Aylesbury (settlements) and this principle should
be given the highest priority to preserve the character and desirability of The Vale.
This comment also applies to potential development at Halton and thus the identity of Halton and Weston Turville.
Please beef up the statement in clause 3.2.2 and then stick to it!
Thank you for your consideration.

Summary:

intention to "seek to preserve" is not a reasonable target. It does not show any real intent at all. The Hampden Fields
and other development already under discussion will serve to remove the 'wedge' between, for example, Aylesbury and
Weston Turville.
There should be open countryside between villages and the town of Aylesbury (settlements) and this principle should
be given the highest priority to preserve the character and desirability of The Vale.
also applies to potential development at Halton and thus identity of Halton and Weston Turville.
Please beef up the statement in clause 3.2.2 and then stick to it!
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3.22

Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
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Respondent: Sarah Way [29008]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
I wish to comment on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, which cover the planning applications for Hampden
Fields and Woodlands.
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village. This is not an Effective approach
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes.
Not Effective.
Summary:

The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village.
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Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1281 - 32226 - 3.22 - iii

1281

Object

3. Strategic

3.22

appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 3.22
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Philip & Tina Brown [30599]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, 3.22
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
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Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 3.22
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
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Respondent: Mrs B Daniel [28672]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Liam & Catherine Hyland [28466]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Dear Sirs
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP
We wish to express concerns on a number of issues relating to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).
Section 3.3 and Policy SI sustainable development
The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
Section 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising
open countryside between settlements.
We are fortunate to live in an area of outstanding beauty and are able to enjoy the individual character of the villages
adjacent to our own. The proposed development will see an inevitable coalescence of these villages and the promise of
"seeking to preserve" does not provide much comfort.
Section 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre.
Whilst commending you on your plan to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive there is the need to take a hard
look at the impact from the many thousands of vehicles that will be a consequence of the developments. It will be self
defeating if the journey to an enhanced Town centre is one of frustration and delay.
Section D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This will lead to coalescence between Aylesbury,Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The plan to build over 1,000
houses along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will place great pressure on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network. We do not consider this to be an effective approach.
Section 9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
Pollution is a concern to all of us with air quality a vital element of overall health. There is insufficient consideration
given to this requirement and the Council should be promoting positive plans and policies to ensure the developers do
not neglect air quality.
These are our major points of concern and we hope you will take these into consideration when making your decision. I
am sure that such concerns are shared by the vast majority of residents in our community although unfortunately not all
will have taken the opportunity to communicate these to you.
Summary:

We are fortunate to live in an area of outstanding beauty and are able to enjoy the individual character of the villages
adjacent to our own. The proposed development will see an inevitable coalescence of these villages and the promise of
"seeking to preserve" does not provide much comfort.
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
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My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
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Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
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INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
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3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective
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Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1658 - 32225 - 3.22 - None

1658

Object

3. Strategic

3.22

7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The planned development of Hampden Fields completely coalesces the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville with Aylesbury. Weston Turville and Aylesbury are already linked at Broughton Crossing with the approved
MDA site and developments in New Road. Any development (including Hampden Fields) that brings housing further
along New Road should be resisted. The same can be said at Hampden Hall where there is only a small gap with
Aylesbury. This cannot be disputed so why is there the insistence to cram in thousands of houses to the south of
Aylesbury.
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Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key attractions of
Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has always been
that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields and Stoke
Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be entirely
coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1924 - 32229 - 3.22 - None

1924

Object

3. Strategic

3.22

Respondent: mR. Cameron Sinclair [32229]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
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See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Historic England welcomes and supports the commitments to protecting the character (and setting) of settlements in
Policy S3 and its supporting paragraphs as part of the positive strategy for conserving and enjoying, and clear strategy
for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
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Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
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Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

I support this policy but AVDC do not comply with it. AVDC do not seem to have any intention of fulfilling
their commitment to resist development that does not comply with this policy instead AVDC openly
support schemes which coalesce with settlements.
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Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
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N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
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N/A

My comments on the above are:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
3.15 New Settlement
A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
3.22 Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is
what we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
4.16 ATS
Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan
made by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
9.38 Air Quality
This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
John Raines

Summary:

Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is what
we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
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Respondent: Mr and Mrs J.R. and S. Taylor [32215]
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Full Text:

We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Roger & Reidunn Green [28951]

Agent:
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Full Text:

3.3 The resulting increase in number of cars will aggravate yet further the already badly overloaded traffic system
3.15 Given uncertainty of future developments (eg E/W rail) this proposal should be redesigned and consideration
given to planning a completely new town, and not try to solve problems with a short term 'fudge'.
3.22 "Seeking to preserve" does not ensure that coalescence of villages will not occur. Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will be subsumed into Aylesbury.
4.14 Long awaited development of Aylesbury town centre cannot be achieved without free flow of traffic, both in and out
of the town.
4.16 ATS modeling criticized by BCC as poorly planned. Without sound data an effective solution is impossible.
4.125 Already there are further planned proposals for increased building (eg RAF Halton 1000 houses) which must be
considered if future traffic is to be accommodated. The proposed plan is poorly prepared and ineffective.

Summary:

"Seeking to preserve" does not ensure that coalescence of villages will not occur. Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will be subsumed into Aylesbury.
The proposed plan does not adequately address the inevitable increase in volume of traffic not prevent coalescence of
communities. It is poorly prepared and completely ineffective.
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Full Text:

Weston Turville and Aylesbury are already linked at the Holiday Inn with the development of Broughton Crossing and
further expansion across New Road. Any development that brings housing further south along New Road should be
resisted (including Hampden Fields)
The same is the case for Hampden Hall where the gap is less than 100 yards already. It seems to lack significant
credibility to have a statement such as this when the council openly support schemes which coalesce with settlements.

Summary:

Weston Turville and Aylesbury are already linked at the Holiday Inn with the development of Broughton Crossing and
further expansion across New Road. Any development that brings housing further south along New Road should be
resisted (including Hampden Fields)
The same is the case for Hampden Hall where the gap is less than 100 yards already. It seems to lack significant
credibility to have a statement such as this when the council openly support schemes which coalesce with settlements.
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Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Weston Turville and Aylesbury are already linked at the Holiday Inn with the development (ex-MDA site) of Broughton
Crossing and further 2 approved developments across New Road. Any development that brings housing further south
along New Road should be resisted (including Hampden Fields). The same scenario is the case for Hampden Hall
where the gap is less than 100 yards already. It is beyond comprehension to have a statement such as this when the
AVDC openly support schemes which coalesce Aylesbury with village settlements.

Summary:

Weston Turville and Aylesbury are already linked at the Holiday Inn with the development (ex-MDA site) of Broughton
Crossing and further 2 approved developments across New Road. Any development that brings housing further south
along New Road should be resisted (including Hampden Fields). The same scenario is the case for Hampden Hall
where the gap is less than 100 yards already. It is beyond comprehension to have a statement such as this when the
AVDC openly support schemes which coalesce Aylesbury with village settlements.
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Full Text:

Whaddon PC fully support - see previous representation which also applies to this paragraph.

Summary:

Whaddon PC fully support - see previous representation which also applies to this paragraph.
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Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Historic England welcomes and supports the commitments to protecting the character (and setting) of settlements in
Policy S3 and its supporting paragraphs as part of the positive strategy for conserving and enjoying, and clear strategy
for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Agreed

Summary:

Agreed
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Whilst fully supporting the strategic polices in this plan, WPC believe that this specific paragraph needs further
explanation and strengthening. It would be enormously helpful to all communities who may experience major
development pressure - now or during the lifetime of this plan and any review - to fully understand exactly what 'In
addition to the general control of coalescence, there is a need for more specific protection in locations that are, or will
be, experiencing the strongest pressures for development', actually means. Given a little more guidance WPC believe it
would then be easier for communities to work with the Councils and the development industry to formulate 'acceptable
protection' where necessary and appropriate.

Summary:

WPC believe that this part of the plan must be better explained, and guidance given to communities impacted by major
growth pressures.

Change to Plan

Better explanation and certainly more detail, might take the form of defining what a 'green gap' actually means, how
separation distances are calculated, defining what settlement edges currently exist, use of landscape modelling and
reshaping, woodland enhancement or new woodland, hedgerow and existing feature protection, accessible but
protected parkland in perpetuity, flood prevention measures, transport and highway improvement measures to remove
rat-runs and improve safety of existing residents, etc. etc. WPC accepts that this 'specific protection' must be on a 'site
by site' basis, but as the paragraph is currently written, it is far too weak, lacks substance and generates uncertainty.
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Excellent. This conserves the rural character of the Vale,

Summary:

Excellent. This conserves the rural character of the Vale,
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Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The VALP states a draft settlement hierarchy has been consulted on. Presumably this refers to the August 2016
consultation - which resulted in "a number of changes made to conclusions as a result of comments received".
However, where those "changes" have been made (in Buckingham and Maids Moreton's cases, they are substantial
changes), NO further consultation took place. We believe this is unsound.
Para 3.22 "The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities
and will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." On this basis alone, BUC043 would not be considered a
suitable site. The fact that this site has already been subjected to an Appeal at which the Inspector concluded that the
site was not sustainable as it had not formed part of any allocated housing site in the BNDP, indicates that it would not
fulfil any of the assessment criteria outlined in S1.
Para 3.23 and Policy S3 would indicate that development at BUC043 will be resisted.

Summary:

Changes made to the Settlement Hierarchy post the August 2016 consultation were not subject to further consultation
with the settlements affected

Change to Plan

Sites BUC043 and MMO006 should be abandoned. They are the least sustainable in terms of access and proximity to
transport choices.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii

Attachments:

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

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

WPC fully SUPPORTS this policy, which is without doubt is the one part of the plan which impacts on the Whaddon
community and our Parish most. The principles within the policy generally follow the consistent responses that WPC
have made on all emerging Local Plan, and other related growth consultations over very many years.

Summary:

WPC fully SUPPORTS this policy, which is without doubt is the one part of the plan which impacts on the Whaddon
community and our Parish most. The principles within the policy generally follow the consistent responses that WPC
have made on all emerging Local Plan, and other related growth consultations over very many years.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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725

Support

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Mr Andrew Docherty [30062]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposed hierarchy and general approach is considered the appropriate way to deliver the required housing.

Summary:

The proposed hierarchy and general approach is considered the appropriate way to deliver the required housing.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Such a large development at Halton will dramatically change the nature of the village and have a negative impact on
Wendover which does not have the infrastructure to accommodate such growth. Medical care for Wendover does not
appear to be addressed in the plan. Halton has no medical care provision and relies on Wendover which is currently
overstretched.
Such a large development at Halton would encourage coalescence with surrounding villages, Wendover, Weston
Turville, Aston Clinton.

Summary:

Such a large development at Halton will dramatically change the nature of the village and have a negative impact on
Wendover which does not have the infrastructure to accommodate such growth. Medical care for Wendover does not
appear to be addressed in the plan. Halton has no medical care provision and relies on Wendover which is currently
overstretched.
Such a large development at Halton would encourage coalescence with surrounding villages, Wendover, Weston
Turville, Aston Clinton.

Change to Plan

Ensure the individual identity of the Halton is maintained with clear green belt maintained between Wendover and
Halton.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

The Large & Medium Villages
The Local Plan's spatial development strategy of focusing future housing growth on the Strategic Settlements in the
District and at Milton Keynes is acknowledged. There is, however, an over reliance on a small number of development
locations to provide the vast majority of the required housing and that will inevitably result in a shortfall of provision
relative to the identified housing needs (please also refer to the objection Policy S2).
Conversely, the Local Plan makes inadequate provision at the identified Large and Medium Villages to meet their
development needs over the plan period. There are 11 Large Villages identified in Table 2 and a supply of only 1,963
dwellings for the entire plan period (to 2033) has been attributed to them. That is only 7% of the total growth planned in
the District. The position is even more acute in relation to the 19 Medium Villages identified, where a total supply of
only 1,095 dwellings is planned. That represents only 4% of the total growth for the District.
However, the importance of addressing the needs of rural communities is clearly set out in the NPPF. The core
planning principles set out at paragraph 17 include "supporting thriving rural communities", and that is subsequently
reflected in the sustainable development policies relating to housing delivery. Notably paragraph 54 emphasises that in
rural areas, local planning authorities "should be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to
reflect local needs, particularly for affordable housing, including through rural exception sites where appropriate. Local
planning authorities should in particular consider whether allowing some market housing would facilitate the provision of
significant additional affordable housing to meet local needs". In promoting sustainable development in rural areas
paragraph 55 continues to state that housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural
communities. That reflects the earlier commitment to supporting a prosperous rural economy set out at paragraph 28,
notably promoting the retention and development of local services and community facilities in villages.
The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) expands on the NPPF policy (paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 50-00120160519):
"It is important to recognise the particular issues facing rural areas in terms of housing supply and affordability, and the
role of housing in supporting the broader sustainability of villages and smaller settlements......
A thriving rural community in a living, working countryside depends, in part, on retaining local services and community
facilities such as schools, local shops, cultural venues, public houses and places of worship. Rural housing is essential
to ensure viable use of these local facilities."
This remains a critical policy objective of the Government as highlighted by the recent White Paper. The White Paper's
proposals under Step 1 Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places, includes:
"Making more land available for homes in the right places, by maximising the contribution from brownfield and surplus
public land, regenerating estates, releasing more small and medium-sized sites, allowing rural communities to grow
and making it easier to build new settlements."
It continues (para 1.29) to explain:
"Policies in plans should allow a good mix of sites to come forward for development so that there is choice for
consumers, places can grow in ways that are sustainable, and there are opportunities for a diverse construction sector.
Small sites create particular opportunities for custom builders and smaller developers. They can also help to meet rural
housing needs in a way that are sensitive to their setting while allowing villages to thrive."
The subsequent proposals (para. 1.33) include changing the NPPF to:
"give much stronger support to sites that provide affordable homes for local people" and to "expect local planning
authorities to identify opportunities for villages to thrive, especially where this would support services and help to meet
the need to provide homes for local people who currently find it hard to live where they grew up."
The development strategy in the Local Plan fails to address this national policy imperative and that will have a
significant negative impact on the role and function of a number of the Sustainable Villages in the District. The
suitability and capacity of Large and Medium Villages identified in the settlement hierarchy in Policy S3 for future
development (as evidences by the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to
Accompany Proposed Submission Plan - Sept 2017) should be underpinned by planned growth. However, it is
apparent that there has been no assessment of the future development needs of those settlements, either to meet local
market and affordable housing needs or that required to support services and facilities.
As a consequence the currently planned provision in some of the identified settlements is wholly inadequate. For
example, Stone is an identified Large Village yet only 36 dwellings are planned for the period to 2031, and at Tingewick
no developments beyond the single site that is currently being delivered is planned for the entire plan period.
The Local Plan suggests that the planned provision as set out in Table 2 is based on an assessment of the capacity of
those settlements, but it is apparent that the assessments as set out in the HELAA are not robust or consistent and
that has resulted in a number of development opportunities being inappropriately dismissed or unduly restricted.
Notably at Tingewick & Stone there are entirely appropriate opportunities that can be realised to further increase the
supply of housing close to those villages to meet the identified housing needs, address rural affordable housing needs,
and support local services and facilities to ensure the continued sustainability of those settlements in the long term.

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

Object
S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

As stated in relation to Policy S2, additional development allocations are required in the Local Plan to ensure that the
housing land supply is sufficiently robust to meet the identified housing needs, and that provides the opportunity to
remedy this critical issue.
Omission Sites: Land North and South of Main Street, Tingewick (TIN013 & TIN014)
Bovis Homes have an interest in sites both north and south of Main Street to the east of Tingewick, that are located
adjacent to the committed site that they are currently delivering (please refer to the appended plans). Given the
concerns raised in this objection and in that submitted in relation to Policy S2, they are of the view that the sites should
be allocated for residential development to be brought forward (individually or collectively) to address the development
needs of the village and surrounding area, support local services and facilities and to ensure the District's Housing
Needs are met within the plan period.
Tingewick is defined as a sustainable settlement. The sites relate well to the existing urban from, the services and
facilities within the village would be readily accessible to future residents. The sites are not subject to any nationally
significant or local environmental, landscape or cultural designations, and it is apparent that there are no over riding or
particular constraints to development.
However, the allocation of the sites have seemingly been dismissed by the District Council on the basis that the
Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA 2017) concludes that that they are "unsuitable" for
development. In relation to the site to the south of Main Street the only reason the HELAA gives is that "development
would be out of character with no development on the opposite side on Main Street." In relation to the site to the north
it states: "the land is likely to have a wider landscape and visual impact with land rising up in the north. Development
on the site would in any case be out of character with open land on three sides" (although the definition of the site in
the HELAA does not reflect the boundaries of the submitted site). Those conclusions are both entirely unjustified
overstatements of both the significance of the issues and the likely effect of the proposed development of the sites.
Furthermore, they completely ignore the potential for mitigation through a careful assessment and design exercise.
Notably, in seeking contest a recent appeal in relation to another site to the north of Tingewick, the District Council's
evidence carefully considered what the character of the settlement is, highlighting the linear nature of the built form
along Main Street that runs along the bottom of a local valley. The development of these sites would continue that
established urban pattern, with development extending along the valley bottom either side of Main Street providing a
cohesive urban form.
The sites' also benefit from a robust landscape framework that would provide the structure for the developments, and
minimise any impact of development on the landscape character and visual amenity of the wider area. The site to the
south of Main Street is clearly defined by urban features, notably the committed development to the west, the bypass to
the south and the bypass roundabout to the east. The site to the north of Main Street also relates well to the built form,
but does have a more open relationship with the surrounding countryside to the north with land rising to a local ridge
line. However the careful placement of development in the lower part of the site as defined by an existing hedgerow,
close to the existing settlement, would mirror the site to the south reflecting the characteristic urban form. There is also
an opportunity to implement a landscape scheme as part of the development that reflects the recommendation of the
Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character Assessment, notably in relation to the enhancement of the existing hedgerows
and tree planting.
Indeed, Bovis Homes' aspiration for the development of the sites is to deliver a high quality housing development that
respects their relationship with the urban form and surrounding countryside reflects the local character, and is well
integrated into its surroundings. It is anticipated that in due course the development proposals for the sites will evolve
through an iterative masterplanning exercise that has taken into account the requirements of the various technical and
environmental assessments that will be required, and best urban and landscape design practice. Whilst the
development of the sites would inevitably result in the loss of agricultural fields on the edge of the settlement, the intent
of the assessment and design process will be to ensure that the proposals respond to the surrounding landscape
character by retaining and enhancing boundary hedgerows and trees within the sites, and by providing new public open
space with additional tree and hedgerow planting to ensure a soft transition between the built development and open
countryside.
The sites are deliverable in that they are suitable, available and achievable, and can be brought forward individually or
collectively as required to meet identified needs as they arise. They would, therefore, positively contribute to the
economic, social and environmental objectives of sustainable development advocated by the NPPF, and they should
be allocated for development in the Submission Plan.
Stone: Land South of Creslow Way Site Allocation (STO008)
Bovis Homes have an interest in land south of Creslow Way, Stone and fully support its allocation for residential
development in the Local Plan. Stone is defined as a sustainable settlement, the site relates well to the existing urban
from and the services and facilities within the village would be readily accessible to future residents. The site is not
subject to any nationally significant or local environmental, landscape or cultural designation, and that there are no over
riding constraints to development.
However, it is apparent that the scope of the site's development is unduly limited by the terms of the policy set out at DNote: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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STO0008, that refers to the delivery of only 10 dwellings. Moreover, the allocation area shown on the Proposals Map is
only a relatively small part of the available site (refer to Site Plan appended to the submitted representation in relation
to STO008).
Some explanation is provided in the HELAA that refers to the "northeastern part of the site" being suitable for
development (the allocated site), and the "southern half of the site" being unsuitable for development as it "has
landscape and visual constraints" (the wider site). However, that conclusion is not supported by the Local Plan's own
evidence base. The AVDC Strategic Landscape Appraisal highlights the presence of the dense scrub and tree
planting within parts of the site, but also the limited impact its development would have on the wider landscape
character and visual amenity. It concludes that there is potential to develop 85% of the wider site, but that the
boundary vegetation should be retained and enhanced to minimise the impact on the conservation area to the west and
to integrate the development into the surrounding landscape. Consequently the accompanying plan identifies a much
larger development area than the allocated site, which in any case is not clearly defined on the ground by landscape
features.
Clearly the limited extent of the site's allocation in the Local Plan is not justified by the evidence base and is entirely
inappropriate in that it will not facilitate the efficient and effective development of the site as required by the NPPF. The
site's allocation should instead reflect the natural boundaries of the site. The terms of the policy should also highlight
that the wider site's capacity should not be unduly limited to only 10 dwellings. Instead to ensure its delivery it should
be optimised through a careful assessment and design exercise (please refer to separate representation to STO008).
Countryside
The concerns set out above are compounded by the restriction in Policy S3 on development in the countryside other
than for specific proposals and land allocations in the Local Plan. That approach is entirely inappropriate as the NPPF
(para 17 point 5) no longer uses the language of seeking to protect the countryside simply because it is countryside,
but instead in trying to balance the need for development, not least to support thriving rural communities, it refers to
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. That is countryside is no longer subject to a blanket
protection from development where identified development needs exist.
This more nuanced approach of the Government's policy in relation to countryside has been recognised in case law
(Telford v SSCLG and GDL- para 47):
"It is a core planning principle, set out in NPPF 17, that decision-taking should recognise "the intrinsic character and
beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural communities within it". This principle is reflected throughout the
NPPF e.g. policy on the location of rural housing (NPPF 55); designation of Local Green Space (NPPF 76); protection
of the Green Belt (NPPF 79 - 92) and Section 11, headed "Conserving and enhancing the natural environment" (NPPF
109- 125). However, NPPF does not include a blanket protection of the countryside for its own sake, such as existed in
earlier national guidance (e.g. Planning Policy Guidance 7), and regard must also be had to the other core planning
principles favouring sustainable development, as set out in NPPF 17."
Inflexible Policy
Critically Policy S3 as expressed clearly seeks to entirely restrict development beyond the identified allocation sites and
adds further layers of "protection" by reiterating matters that are more appropriately addressed by other policies within
the Local Plan. That approach, however, removes any flexibility to embrace potential sustainable development
opportunities as they arise where there maybe wider socio-economic benefits that outweighs any harm, or that harm
can be appropriately mitigated. It will also have the effect of preventing other sustainable development opportunities
coming to address shortfalls in provision that are likely to arise as elements of the anticipated land supply are delayed
or do not come forward at all. That is contrary to the requirement of the NPPF's presumption in favour of sustainable
development that requires the Local Pan to be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change (para 14). Indeed, it is
inconsistent with the terms of the Local Plan's Policy S9 that refers to the consideration of alternative sustainable
development sites in certain circumstances.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy S3, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs will be met within the plan period;
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
- is not effective in that the policy is unduly restrictive; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and supporting rural communities.
Summary:

Bovis Homes object, as policy is considered unsound on the basis that it:
-has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs will be met within the plan period;
-is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
-is not effective in that the policy is unduly restrictive; and
-is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and supporting rural communities.
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Change to Plan

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Proposed Change:
Policy S3 should be recast to avoid restricting sustainable development that can be appropriately managed through
other policies within the Submission Plan in order to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development and
the need to meet objectively assessed needs with sufficient flexibility to adapt to change.
Furthermore:
- Additional development should be directed to the Large and Medium Villages to address their needs through the plan
period;
- Sites TIN0013 & TIN0014 should be allocated for development at Tingewick; and
- The capacity of the proposed development allocations, notably STO008, should be optimised.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Land east of Tingewick north of Main Street 131217.pdf
Land east of Tingewick south of Main Street 131217.pdf
Land south Creslow Way 131217.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: AB Planning & Development Ltd (Mr Andrew
Bateson) [28847]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whilst the settlement hierarchy process appears to have been carried out in a broadly sustainable manner, no
differentiation is made between settlements with broadly the same levels of service provision but in widely varying
locations. Villages around Aylesbury and Buckingham, or the other strategic settlements, would be more sustainable
and have better public transport and cycle links than those in more remote locations. However, where new plan
allocations have been proposed, they tend not to be at the more sustainable settlements and instead are largely
focused on more remote locations.

Summary:

Whilst the settlement hierarchy process appears to have been carried out in a broadly sustainable manner, no
differentiation is made between settlements with broadly the same levels of service provision but in widely varying
locations. Villages around Aylesbury and Buckingham, or the other strategic settlements, would be more sustainable
and have better public transport and cycle links than those in more remote locations. However, where new plan
allocations have been proposed, they tend not to be at the more sustainable settlements and instead are largely
focused on more remote locations.

Change to Plan

Make either new or alternative development allocations at places like Haddenham, Weston Turville, Bierton, Stone,
Newton Longville, Great Horwood, for example and, if necessary or appropriate, reduce the proposed 100+ and 20+
allocations at largely remote settlements Steeple Claydon, Quainton, Cuddington and Ickford.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We support the constraint on development in countryside between settlements. However, we are disappointed that the
narrow gap that will be left between the south-western edge of the new Aylesbury Garden Town and our villages has
not been acknowledged with some form of strategic gap policy response to prevent our coalescence with the expanded
town.

Summary:

We support the constraint on development in countryside between settlements. However, we are disappointed that the
narrow gap that will be left between the south-western edge of the new Aylesbury Garden Town and our villages has
not been acknowledged with some form of strategic gap policy response to prevent our coalescence with the expanded
town.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The policy contains two criteria giving special reasons to avoid development in the countryside. A third criterion on the
setting of the AONB could usefully be added. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for any expansion below
the scarp slope of the Chilterns. Views out of the AONB from key viewpoints e.g. Coombe Hill, Ivinghoe Beacon and
the Ridgeway National Trail, are some of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's enjoyment of
the AONB. These are nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future
generations to enjoy.

Summary:

The policy contains two criteria giving special reasons to avoid development in the countryside. A third criterion on the
setting of the AONB could usefully be added. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for any expansion below
the scarp slope of the Chilterns. Views out of the AONB from key viewpoints e.g. Coombe Hill, Ivinghoe Beacon and
the Ridgeway National Trail, are some of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's enjoyment of
the AONB. These are nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future
generations to enjoy.

Change to Plan

Add a third criterion:
c) harm the Chilterns AONB or its setting, particularly important views from the scarp slope of the Chilterns

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: DPD Architects (Mr Mark Longworth) [29481]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find appended our consultation response in relation to the Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

Summary:

The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment has significant errors in the assessment and weighting of Weston Turville.

Change to Plan

Weston Turville to be reclassified as sustainable Larger Village with good transport connections.
Housing allocation of the settlement of Weston Turville to be significantly increased to reflect local requirements as
outlined in the evidence base of the Consultation Neighbourhood Plan.
Policy S8 to be reworded.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, iii, iv

Attachments:
Longworth Mark 29481 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217 Local Plan.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Wheeldon Estates [32200]

Agent:

Savills (Mr Geraint Jones) [32406]

Full Text:

see attachments

Summary:

The representations set out our support for the recognition of Buckingham as a 'strategic settlement' (Policy S3), the
Council's approach to re-use of previously developed land (Policy S7), and confirm the flexibility in terms of appropriate
uses within town centres (Policy D6). In addition, the representations confirm our broad support for allocation BUC040
in Buckingham, but with the caveat that greater clarity is required regarding the distribution of uses.

Change to Plan

Please see attached representations

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Jones, Geraint 32406 Wheeldon Estates Representations to VALP.pdf
Jones, Geraint 32406 Wheeldon Estates Guidance note and response form - Email 13.12.17.pdf
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1081 - 32246 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - ii, iii

1081

Object

3. Strategic
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Respondent: Pye Homes [32246]

Agent:

West Waddy ADP (Mr. Ashley Maltman) [32245]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Pye Homes, please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission consultation of
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033.

Summary:

It is our client's position that Policy S3 and the proposed site allocation at land adjacent to Station Road, Quainton (Site
Ref QUA014) is not justified or effective insofar as it fails to demonstrate the identified housing needs for the settlement
of Quainton can be delivered over the plan period. There are opportunities to make modifications to the VALP in order
to resolve the aforementioned points of soundness which include the allocation of our client's land at Quainton for up to
40 dwellings.

Change to Plan
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Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Maltman, Ashley 32245, Pye Homes Appendix 5.pdf
Maltman, Ashley 32245, Pye Homes 547_06_2017_12_13_West Waddy ADP Representations on behalf of Pye
Homes FORM.pdf
Maltman, Ashley 32245, Pye Homes Appendix 4.pdf
1081_redacted.pdf
1081a_redacted.pdf
Maltman, Ashley 32245, Pye Homes Appendix 1.pdf
1081b_redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The revised settlement hierarchy is much better but requires modification to
be sound. At present it is not justified, effective or positively prepared. The
specific situation at each settlement should be detailed for more than at
present and the settlement considered individually, with an allocation then
based on that assessment. Settlement boundaries should be defined
within the VALP unless already defined with in a made or emerging
Neighbourhood Plan. The numbers for existing housing stock do not appear to be accurate when compared with
council tax records.

Change to Plan
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Yes

Soundness Tests
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Galloway Mike 30433.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood Development Securities Limited [27575]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our clients support Policy S3, insofar as it includes land adjacent to Milton Keynes as a separate category within the
Settlement Hierarchy at Table 2. Commentary on the quantum of housing to be delivered at land adjacent to Milton
Keynes are included in the section above.
Paragraph 3.21 states that specific policies for each of the settlement hierarchy categories are set out in the Strategic
Delivery section (Policies D1 - D4). However, it is noted that despite falling within its own category within the Settlement
Hierarchy, South West Milton Keynes is not included as part of any Policies D1-D5. It is considered that the sustainable
urban extension to the South West of Milton Keynes should have its own policy addressing the details for the strategic
delivery of the Site, particularly in respect of joint working with Milton Keynes for the delivery of associated transport
and social infrastructure and connectivity. This links back to our previous comments and concerns relating to the duty
to cooperate.

Summary:

Paragraph 3.21 states that specific policies for each of the settlement hierarchy categories are set out in the Strategic
Delivery section . However, it is noted that despite falling within its own category within the Settlement Hierarchy, South
West Milton Keynes is not included as part of any Policies D1-D5. It is considered that the sustainable urban extension
to the South West of Milton Keynes should have its own policy addressing the details for the strategic delivery of the
Site, particularly in respect of joint working with Milton Keynes for the delivery of associated transport and social
infrastructure and connectivity.

Change to Plan

Please see our detailed representations relating to Policy S3 submitted alongside the
response form.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S3 Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1348 - 32263 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iv

1348

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'
1. Policy S3 of the Local Plan identifies that the scale and distribution of development in the district should accord with
the settlement hierarchy (as set out in Table 2).
2. At the top of the settlement hierarchy are the 'Strategic Settlements' of Aylesbury, Buckingham, Haddenham,
Wendover and Winslow. As set out in our representations to Policy S2, we agree that this settlement hierarchy should
guide growth in the district, with a focus on these strategic settlements, most notably Aylesbury.
3. However, consistent with our response to Policy S2 and Table 1, Table 2 and Policy S3 should make it clear that the
housing numbers referred to should be regarded as minima in all cases.
4. Policy S3 goes on to outline that 'new development in the countryside should be avoided'. Whilst we do not object to
the general thrust of the policy, the protection of the countryside should be seen in the context that the housing
numbers in the Local Plan are minima. Furthermore, the NPPF is clear that there is protection for land which is subject
to national level constraints (for example Green Belt or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty) but that theprotection of
the countryside i.e. land outside settlements, purely for its own sake, is inappropriate. Instead, as set out at paragraph
7 of the NPPF, the Council should take account of the different roles and character of different areas, recognising the
intrinsic beauty of the countryside.
Changes Sought
5. Amend Policy S3 to delete reference to the protection of the countryside for its own sake, and to instead reflect
guidance in the NPPF i.e. that the Council will take account of the different roles and character of different areas,
recognising the intrinsic beauty of the countryside.

Summary:

Object, S3: That the policy should not seek to protect the countryside for its own sake but should instead take account
of the different roles and character of different areas recognizing the intrinsic beauty of the countryside.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
5. Amend Policy S3 to delete reference to the protection of the countryside for its own sake, and to instead reflect
guidance in the NPPF i.e. that the Council will take account of the different roles and character of different areas,
recognising the intrinsic beauty of the countryside.
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (GSL) Policy S3.pdf
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between
settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not sufficiently precise. Any
development beyond the current built form, will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the
countryside between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such development
and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development requirements) being delivered.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be effective as it could
be used to undermine the required development.

Change to Plan

The policy should be re-worded as follows:
"a) have an unacceptable impact on the character of the countryside between settlements".
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Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) NL plan.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 4.151 to 4.154 NL_Redacted.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1399 - 32290 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iv

1399

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S2 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) H6_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Mrs Claire Woodward [28685]

Agent:

Full Text:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (VALP) PROPOSED SUBMISSION CONSULTATION, NOVEMBER 2017
WYG are instructed by Ms Woodward and Mr Connolly in respect of their land interests adjacent to Raven Crescent
and Linnet Drive at Westcott in Aylesbury Vale. Our client's site is identified on the accompanying Site Location Plan.
This 0.78ha site is adjacent to the southern village boundary where a modest residential development would assist in
"rounding off" the existing settlement.
Our Client's land has previously been promoted for residential development to the Aylesbury Vale Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (Site Reference WSC004) and the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
consultation in May 2017. The Local Plan as drafted does not propose to allocate our client's land for future
development.
The purpose of these representations is to provide commentary on the current consultation documentation, particularly
in terms of the soundness of the development strategy of Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, having
regard to Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Representations
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, justified and is
not consistent with national policy.
These representations seek to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need is identified and met by the new
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, particularly in light of the work of the National Infrastructure Commission on the
Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor and the proposed East-West Rail link which will run through the District.
Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet needs
from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to 27,400, which
includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A reduction in the
housing requirements is not considered to be sound in the context of the current national housing crisis and the
Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September
2017) shows a significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per
annum to 1,499 dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 dwellings more over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure the
Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply. This
amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual settlements.
Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.
Policy D3 (Housing Development at Smaller Villages)
Our Client supports aspects of Policy D3 with regards to allowing for new housing development at Smaller Villages.
However, the Policy is not sound as a whole, as parts are not consistent with national policy.
The previously drafted Policy D7 covered housing development within the smaller villages, and proposed a percentage
approach to apportioning development to settlements. Our Client expressed concerns that the Policy did not properly
reflect the Government's objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, and therefore supports the removal of
the percentage apportionment approach.
Policy D3 states that new housing development at Smaller Villages will be supported where it contributes towards the
sustainability of that village and accords with all applicable polices in the Local Plan, subject to certain criteria being
met. This includes a requirement that development be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of
the village; would not result in coalescence; is of a small scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form
of the settlement.
The newly drafted wording of Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings or fewer within the definition of small
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scale development at criteria c. It is considered that the policy should be amended to allow more
flexibility to recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites
to accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3.
Our Client's land has capacity for development of up to 10 dwellings, whilst remaining consistent with the principles for
new development set out in the Policy. The site is present in an urban setting and a detailed analysis of the landscape
impact demonstrates that development can be accommodated on the site and would in effect better "round off" this
part of the village.
In the case of Westcott, the Council's Draft Settlement Hierarchy acknowledges that settlement, along with the village
of Worminghall, "have exceptionally high levels of employment compared to other small villages". The Westcott
Venture Park is located some 0.7km from our Client's site, and comprises a 263ha employment site with over 70
individual business and 400 staff employed. The Local Plan proposes to retain this area as protected employment
land - indeed it has been included within one of the three Enterprise Zones proposed in Aylesbury District. This
indicates a strong commitment to its retention and development at this location as a key source of employment in the
District.
The key planning principles towards sustainable development, as set out in Paragraph 17 of the NPPF, include the
need to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling. Paragraph
37 of the Framework is also clear that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area, so that
people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for, amongst other things, employment.
Our Client considers that Policy D3 should contain more flexibility in respect of levels of "small scale development"
which should be permitted in Smaller Villages. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the
suitability and sustainability of the village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the
Westcott Venture Park employment site in very close proximity. They suggest that Policy D3 should be amended
accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing development here. Providing additional housing
development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a sustainable pattern of development by reducing the
need to travel.
Yours faithfully
Keith Fenwick
Director
For and on behalf of WYG
Summary:

Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.
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Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 171212 Response-form-S3.pdf
2500_Redacted.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy S2.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy D3.pdf
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Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

Support the settlement hierarchy which includes Aylesbury as a focus for growth.
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Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 5 Representations to Policy S3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 2 Representations to Policy D1.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 3 Representations to Policy D-AGT3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 4 Representations to Policy S2.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 1 Representations to paragraph 3.78 to 3.80.pdf
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Respondent: The Fingask Association [32275]

Agent:

Full Text:

Rural Solutions (Ms Kate Girling) [32276]

Please find attached representations prepared by Rural Solutions Ltd, on behalf of The Fingask Association.
The Fingask Association control and manage the site known as 'Land north of Avenue Road' in Maids Moreton.
The following documents comprise our representations:
Representations report prepared by Rural Solutions;
Appendix 1 - Comparative sites review of potential landscape, visual and ecological issues assessment (Anthony
Jellard Associates);
Appendix 2 - Suitability of land north of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton (Ref:MMO001) (Rural Solutions);
Appendix 3 - Heritage Statement (Graham Frecknall Architecture and Design);
Appendix 4 - Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey inc. Hedgerow Survey (John Campion Associates Ltd); and
Appendix 5 - Landscape and Visual Assessment (Anthony Jellard Associates).

Summary:

We do not feel that this policy passes the tests of soundness. As worded at present the policy is not deemed to be
'positively prepared' or 'effective' as it is negatively worded and does not allow for a flexible change in circumstance.

Change to Plan

Suggested rewording of the policy is set out below:
The scale and distribution of development should accord with the settlement hierarchy set out in Table 2 and the site
allocation policies that arise from it.
Development of sites not allocated in the Plan or falling outside of the main built up area of settlement will be supported
where:
a.It can be demonstrated that the planned growth in the spatial strategy for thesettlement will not be delivered during
the plan period;
b.It is a rural exception site in accordance with policy; or
c.Development is justified by special economic, environmental and/or socialcircumstances.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc 17.12.13.REPO.KG FINAL (amended 02.01.18).pdf
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc APPENDICES 1-5.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1496 - 32293 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - iv

1496

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait
[32293]

Agent:

WYG (Sarah Butterfield) [29893]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Version of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, made on
behalf of Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait.

Summary:

Objection is raised to Draft Policy S3 as it is not cosistent with national planning policy.
The Draft Policy should be reworded to recognise that it is appropriate for previously
developed land to be developed, regardless of location, subject to proper consideration
of its environmental quality.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy H6.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form SA.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S7.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S2.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy D5.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) 171214 - AVDC Proposed Submission Local Plan Reps - FINAL
amalgamated.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S3.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1518 - 32300 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - ii, iii

1518

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

Whilst LIH supports the settlement hierarchy set out in the plan/Policy S3 and Table 2 of the VALP, policy S3,
in part, duplicates policy S2. It is confusing in that the policy goes on to seek control over development in the
open countryside and should be re-titled as such.
As currently drafted the policy is not justified or effective.

Change to Plan

To reword the policy as set out below:
Remove: "S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development" and replace with "S3 New Development in the
Countryside". Remove "The scale and distribution of development should accord with the settlement hierarchy set out
in Table 2
and the site allocation policies that arise from it..." and replace with "Other than for specific proposals and land
allocations"

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1528

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Bellway Homes [32302]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of Bellway Homes to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan 2017.

Summary:

Overall, it is considered that the Proposed Submission Local Plan's failure to allocate our client's sustainable,
unconstrained and readily deliverable site, represents a significant shortcoming in its own right. However, such
shortcomings are compounded (and exacerbated in significance) as a result of the Proposed Submission Local Plan's
reliance on a number of very large strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We recommend strongly that our client's sustainable and deliverable site should be allocated for development, in order
that it can make a meaningful early contribution to the housing needs of the District and wider Housing Market Area.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Bellway Homes, 32302 Land South West of Western Turville Representations Dec 2017.pdf
Bellway Homes, 32302 Weston Turville Form.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1551 - 32310 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iii, iv

1551

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Barwood Land and Estates [32310]

Agent:

Chilmark Consulting Ltd (Mike Taylor) [29509]

Full Text:

Please find the enclose representations and covering letter with respect to the current Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:
Proposed Submission consultation.

Summary:

The proposed housing apportionment in S3 and Tables 1 and 2 fails therefore
to make best use of available and deliverable land which would in turn assist in reducing the
development burden and pressure on smaller settlements and villages where new development
cannot be incorporated in such a sustainable manner.
The implications of policy S3 and Tables 1 and 2 will result in landscape harm, loss of settlement
identity and potential coalescence conflicting with the NPPF at paragraph 109.

Change to Plan

Please see the enclosed representation response.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy D1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Site Omission FLM001 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy T1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S3 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S2 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy NE5 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy H1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Proposed Submission VALP - BLEL 141217.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1606 - 32314 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iii, iv

1606

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

Policy S3 is far more restrictive than the NPPF and will prevent the delivery of the necessary levels of development.

Change to Plan

Policy S3 should be reworded to enable any impacts on the character of an area to be balanced against the benefits of
the development, dependent on the status of the landscape, to accord with paragraph 113 of the NPPF.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1615 - 29523 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - None

1615

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Unclear how the council have determined the capacity of the various settlements and whether this is robustly justified
by evidence.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1690 - 32286 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - None

1690

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The purpose of this policy is to curtail development beyond those sites allocated, unless proposals demonstrate that
there will be no negative impact on settlements in the spatial hierarchy. In light of the shortcomings in the Council's
assessment of OAHN, RPS does not consider that the Council can take such an inflexible approach towards
development.
As currently drafted the thrust of this policy seeks to restrict development, rather than enable development that is
sustainable. The general principles of this policy do not conform to the principles of the NPPF which seek to promote
sustainable development.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1730 - 32315 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iii, iv

1730

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

A single allocation is proposed at the settlement (Land North of Rosemary Lane, DHAD007)
for a total of 315 dwellings. The principle of allocating land for residential
development in this location is supported. However, it is considered that this allocation is
too small to deliver the quantum of dwellings now envisaged on the site (315 units as
opposed to 210 no. dwellings identified in the 2016 HELAA), alongside the new primary
school now proposed in the Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

Change to Plan

We contend that the boundary of the proposed allocation could be extended northward
without this resulting in substantively different landscape impacts. We also consider that
as one of the five largest and most sustainable settlements, Haddenham should
accommodate further development directly at it, commensurate to its size and role in the
hierarchy.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1751 - 32318 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iii, iv

1751

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Landseer Properties Ltd [32318]

Agent:

BB Architecture and Planning (Dan Stiff) [32317]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENTS

Summary:

We consider the specific strategic policies and delivery policies; and the approach to distribution
through the HELAA and settlement hierarchy are intrinsically flawed and therefore not sound or
Framework compliant.
Overall the housing policies proposed seek to restrict the significant boost in housing required by
Framework para. 47, and seemingly offer no room for manoeuvre for new development, particularly
in the rural areas that is over and above the commitments and allocations of housing proposed in the
plan.

Change to Plan

See attached Representation Document.
Significant deletions, changes and new policy wording to policies:
S2: Spatial Strategy for Growth
S3: Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development
D2: Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages
and medium villages.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Stiff, Dan 32317 (LPL) ID32117 Landseer Properties Ltd VALP Representation.pdf
1752a_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1759 - 32319 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iii, iv

1759

Support

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

We are in broad agreement with Proposed Policy S3's settlement hierarchy and the
corresponding definition of Medium Villages.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
1777_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1779 - 32102 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - None

1779

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Cerda Planning Limited (Tina Pearsall) [32102]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

16.112 Reps_November 2017
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013-2033
PROPOSED SUBMISSION REPRESENTATIONS
Policy S1
In general, there is no objection to a sustainable development policy being introduced into
the Local Plan. However, where this is to be introduced, it should fairly reflect the provisions
of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF other than where there are specific circumstances which apply
to Aylesbury Vale.
Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the
way in which the tilted balance is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism
does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by which the tilted balance will
engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should
apply where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date.
Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
Policy S2
It is appropriate for the Local Plan to identify the housing requirements over the plan period.
This should be expressed as a minima if it is to be consistent with the NPPF; as drafted Policy
S2 suggests that the housing requirements has a cap or limit.
In any event, objections are lodged to the total 27,400 houses to be delivered in the period
to 2033. This figure does not accurately reflect the full objectively assessed housing needs. It
is to be noted that the previous Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan had to be withdrawn, in part, as
a result of not meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Needs. Consequently, the Council must
do all it can to deliver housing and to boost significantly the supply in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply
policy the purposes of Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution
requirements of the policy.
Policy S3
Our representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, which is fairly identified as a larger
village given the significant range of shops, services and facilities contained within Aston
Clinton as well as the sustainability advantages given that Aston Clinton is only a short
distance from the main town within the administrative boundary of Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, it is unacceptable and the subject of objection that there are no allocated
sites identified for Aston Clinton. It is acknowledged that Aston Clinton has had a series of
completions in the recent past, however the approach taken in the emerging Local Plan
effectively turns its back on Aston Clinton for much of the plan period, extending to 2033,
once the existing commitments are brought forward and completed.
16.112 Reps_November 2017
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability
credentials of Aston Clinton and runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to
deliver significant quantities of development at the larger villages given the important role
that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted by the
PPG.
Policy S7
No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that
as applied it should not be read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to
utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield land. If the policy were to be
applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
Policy H5
As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of
serviced plots for sale to sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the
threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a sliding scale of provision has been
considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy,
broad parameters should be identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers
and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery of self/custom plots.
Policy T7
It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric
vehicle infrastructure. It is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been
identified; in other policies setting a threshold the floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it
relates to 10 or more dwellings.
In any event, electric vehicle infrastructure is expensive and weighs heavily on a cost plan. It
is also the case that there is different infrastructure requirements for different manufactures;
for example BMW charge infrastructure varies significantly from Tesla.
In the circumstances, the policy should identify that passive electric infrastructure should be

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1779 - 32102 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - None

1779

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

provided which can then converted to active electric vehicle infrastructure dependant on
the owners requirements.
Policy NE8
The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy
seeks to protect best and most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is
to taken into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile
agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a
consequence is unacceptable and the subject of objections.
It is also the case that the NPPF does not require that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural land. Where best and most versatile
land is to be lost, this is to be weighed in the balance but it is 16.112 Reps_November 2017 not necessary for the
benefits of housing to outweigh the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land as a simple two sides of the
equation approach.
Summary:

representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, identified as a larger village
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability credentials of Aston Clinton and
runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to deliver significant quantities of development at the larger
villages given the important role that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted
by the PPG.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Pearsall, Tina 32102.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1819 - 30155 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - None

1819

Support

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Mr B Robson [30155]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

BwB PC supports policies S2 and S3 for not making housing allocations for Bierton (including Broughton), in view of
the very significant development already approved for the Parish, the need to prevent coalescence and the need to
reinforce the identity and setting of the village (as stated in Para 4.94).
BwB PC considers the Policies to be legally compliant and to comply with the duty to co-operate and are sound
BwB PC would like to participate in the Oral Hearing, to support AVDC's proposals should there be any opposition to
them.
BwB PC wishes to be notified when the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is submitted for independent examination, when
the Inspector's report is published and when the Plan is Adopted.

Summary:

BwB PC supports policies S2 and S3 for not making housing allocations for Bierton (including Broughton), in view of
the very significant development already approved for the Parish, the need to prevent coalescence and the need to
reinforce the identity and setting of the village (as stated in Para 4.94).
BwB PC considers the Policies to be legally compliant and to comply with the duty to co-operate and are sound

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1829

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

As per the comments on Policy 52 and Table 1, we object to the proposed scale and distribution of development as it is
too heavily reliant upon Aylesbury Garden Town. A re-balanced approach which recognises the need to more evenly
distribute the benefits of growth, including the rural areas, is required.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1842a_Redacted.pdf
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1854 - 32297 - S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development - i, ii, iii, iv

1854

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: CALA Homes Limited [32297]

Agent:

Full Text:

Hunter Page Planning (Guy Wakefield) [32296]

Please find attached our representation made on behalf of CALA Homes Limited in relation to the Submission Version
of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
Please note that the following PDF attachments form the appendices to the Representation letter:
* Appendix 1 - Appeal Decision Land at Leasows Chipping Campden (APP/F1610/W/16/3165805): Appeal Decision Cotswolds.pdf
* Appendix 2 - Site Location Plan Land to the West of Gib Lane, Bierton: 3143 P 100.pdf
* Appendix 3 - Site Location Plan Land adjacent to Ivy Cottage, Main Street, Grendon Underwood: 2997.100 B Location
Plan(1).pdf

Summary:

Housing numbers identified in the medium sized villages be increased to facilitate the allocation of the sites set out in
the accompanying letter at Bierton and Grendon Underwood

Change to Plan

See attached letter from Hunter Page Planning dated 12 December 2017

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1844c_Redacted.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) 3143 P 100.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy H5.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy S3.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy H6.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy D2.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) 2997.100 B Location Plan(1).pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Appeal Decision - Cotswolds.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1914

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Gallagher Estates Ltd [32326]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Michael Knott) [29503]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Gallagher Estates Ltd., please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Proposed Submission.

Summary:

2.16 Table 2 in the VALP identifies 'Land
adjacent to Milton Keynes' as a separate
category below 'Strategic settlements'.
This is inconsistent with the approach
set out in Policy S2 and Table 1 which
groups land adjacent to Milton Keynes as a
strategic settlement. This inconsistency in
approach is unsound and reflects the lack
of clarity within the VALP regarding the
role of this strategically important part of
the District

Change to Plan

2.17 For the reasons set out elsewhere in
these representations, we support the
approach taken in Policy S2 and Table 1
and seek modifications to Table 2.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 VALP PROPOSED SUBMISSION DRAFT DECEMBER 2017 Response
form - Completed.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 Eaton leys Vision doc g.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 28225 A5 DM 171212 Bucks HMA OAHN Review_Final_v2.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1936

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

* The distribution of development at the villages does not reflect the comparative sustainability of settlements.
* Additional sites should be allocated at Edlesborough which is a relatively unconstrained village.

Change to Plan

The distribution of residential development should be revisited and additional land should be allocated at Edlesborough
including Land North of Ford Lane (aka. Swallowfields).

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1937

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

* The distribution of development at the villages does not reflect the comparative sustainability of settlements.
* Additional land should be allocated for housing at Ickford.

Change to Plan

The distribution of development should be re-visited and additional land should be allocated at Ickford including land to
the east of 42 Worminghall Road.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1938

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

Policy S3 is far more restrictive than the NPPF and will prevent the delivery of the necessary levels of development.

Change to Plan

Policy S3 should be reworded to enable any impacts on the character of an area to be balanced against the benefits of
the development, dependent on the status of the landscape, to accord with paragraph 113 of the NPPF.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1954

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

Whilst we are supportive of the identification of Wingrave as a larger village, we object to the fact that no
allocations have been identified at Wingrave for reasons set out above under Policy S2. We request the
allocation of land for housing at my client's site at Land at Winslow Road, Wingrave.

Change to Plan

Whilst we are supportive of the identification of Wingrave as a larger village, we object to the fact that no
allocations have been identified at Wingrave for reasons set out above under Policy S2. We request the
allocation of land for housing at my client's site at Land at Winslow Road, Wingrave.
Object to Policy S3: Change Required: Allocate additional housing towards Wingrave. Further
allocation of the land for housing is requested at my client's site at Land at Winslow Road,
Wingrave.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1968

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

Policy S3 should recognise Calvert Green as an area for major future growth beyond the plan period of the VALP but
also
to support short to medium-term growth. Brownfield sites should be prioritised in accordance with Policy
S1 and Objective 1 as discussed previously.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy S3: Changes Required: Increase the categorisation of Calvert Green under the
settlement h. Allocate additional housing towards brownfield sites such as my client's site at
Calvert Green.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1986

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1986

Object

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between
settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not sufficiently precise. Any
development beyond the current built form, will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the
countryside between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such development
and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development requirements) being delivered.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be effective as it could
be used to undermine the required development.

Change to Plan

The policy should be re-worded as follows:
"a) have an unacceptable impact on the character of the countryside between settlements".

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_12 SLP.PDF
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_11A Framework.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) H6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S2 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 4.151 to 4.154 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf

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

3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

it is untenable for the VALP to take such a conservative approach to Milton Keynes in terms of housing development,
as is proposed in this Submission Draft.

Change to Plan

Objection to policy S3 and Table 2 (settlement hierarchy and cohesive development) This policy is not justified,
effective, or consistent with national policy. Change sought: Policy S3 and Table 2 should recognise Milton Keynes as
a Strategic Settlement in view of its position immediately adjacent to Aylesbury Vale.
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Appear at exam?
Not Specified

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Policy does not add anything to S2

Change to Plan

Delete policy S3

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf

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

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Historic England welcomes and supports the commitments to protecting the character (and setting) of settlements in
Policy S3 and its supporting paragraphs as part of the positive strategy for conserving and enjoying, and clear strategy
for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: IM Land [32247]

Agent:

Full Text:

Turley Associates (Ms. Hannah Bowler) [32248]

Please find attached full representation letter and appendices.
Our Client is actively promoting sites within the other Buckinghamshire Authorities (Wycombe, South Bucks and
Chiltern) through the respective Local Plan processes, and consider that the sites being put forward are suitable,
available and deliverable within the Plan period and can contribute towards meeting the respective authorities OAN.
On the basis that questions are being raised over whether there is a demonstrable requirement for AVDC ,to plan and
deliver for such a significant number of new homes above its own OAN, we consider that the southern authorities
should be requested to demonstrate robustly that it has exhausted all opportunities for accommodating development
with their own boundaries especially given there is considerable evidence (both our Client's and the Council's own
evidence in some cases) to demonstrate that there are additional sites that could be allocated to reduce the quantum
of unmet need.
Whilst the South Bucks and Chiltern Joint Local Plan has been delayed, the Wycombe District Local Plan is
progressing alongside the same timescales of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan. As such it is important that this
matter is addressed prior to submission to the Secretary of State in order to ensure that both authorities meet the tests
of soundness identified with paragraph 182 of the Framework.

Summary:

On the basis that questions are being raised over whether there is a demonstrable requirement for AVDC ,to plan and
deliver for such a significant number of new homes above its own OAN, we consider that the southern authorities
should be requested to demonstrate robustly that it has exhausted all opportunities for accommodating development
with their own boundaries especially given there is considerable evidence (both our Client's and the Council's own
evidence in some cases) to demonstrate that there are additional sites that could be allocated to reduce the quantum
of unmet need.

Change to Plan

Please see written representations

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Bowler, Hannah 32248, IM Land Reps with appendices_compressed_Redacted.pdf
Bowler, Hannah 32248, IM Land Form_Redacted.pdf
Bowler, Hannah 32248, IM Land Representations to Submission Version of AVDC Local Plan
Final_Redacted.pdf
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3. Strategic

S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.
Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

see attached
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
2397_Redacted.pdf
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Jackson Planning (Planning Manager) [31705]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations and a supporting appendix in respect of the Regulation 19 consultation on the
VALP.

Summary:

There needs to be greater acknowledgement about
the role Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) must play in shaping the future of the city as part of the 2050 spatial
vision
and the plan needs a specific policy that deals with how this will be accommodated until 2033 which is the time period
for the
plan.
See also response to Section1 of the plan.
The plan is not effective as it does not consider or flag the major potential identified by the NIC within the plan period to
double the rate of house-building within in the arc.

Change to Plan

Policy S3 Revise as shown: (additional text in blue)
S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development
The scale and distribution of development should accord with the settlement hierarchy setout in Table 2 and the site
allocation policies that arise from it. Other than for specific proposals and land allocations in the Plan and for early
delivery of development that supports the Oxford-Milton Keynes - Cambridge Arc emerging from the revised spatial
strategy, new development in the countryside should be avoided, especially where it would:
a. compromise the character of the countryside between settlements, and
b. result in a negative impact on the identities of neighbouring settlements or communities leading to their coalescence
c. Seriously prejudice or jeopardise the longer-term objectives of the Oxford-Milton Keynes - Cambridge Arc
In considering applications for building in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas
that might lead to coalescence between settlements.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy D- NLV001 Salden Chase.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 NIC Growth Corridor Consultation May 2017.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Monitoring and Review 2.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Mointoring and Review.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S3.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S5.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Section 1.pdf
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I have proposed elsewhere that this Policy should be amended to apply solely to development in the countryside
outside the Green Belt. For clarity I suggest that it should be further amended to ensure there is a clear distinction
between the Green Belt (Policy S4) and other countryside (policy S3)

Summary:

I have proposed elsewhere that this Policy should be amended to apply solely to development in the countryside
outside the Green Belt. For clarity I suggest that it should be further amended to ensure there is a clear distinction
between the Green Belt (Policy S4) and other countryside (policy S3)

Change to Plan

Add the words "outside the Green Belt" after the word "Countryside" in both sentences of Policy s3

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2498_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Mr Connolly [32140]

Agent:

Full Text:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (VALP) PROPOSED SUBMISSION CONSULTATION, NOVEMBER 2017
WYG are instructed by Ms Woodward and Mr Connolly in respect of their land interests adjacent to Raven Crescent
and Linnet Drive at Westcott in Aylesbury Vale. Our client's site is identified on the accompanying Site Location Plan.
This 0.78ha site is adjacent to the southern village boundary where a modest residential development would assist in
"rounding off" the existing settlement.
Our Client's land has previously been promoted for residential development to the Aylesbury Vale Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (Site Reference WSC004) and the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
consultation in May 2017. The Local Plan as drafted does not propose to allocate our client's land for future
development.
The purpose of these representations is to provide commentary on the current consultation documentation, particularly
in terms of the soundness of the development strategy of Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, having
regard to Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Representations
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, justified and is
not consistent with national policy.
These representations seek to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need is identified and met by the new
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, particularly in light of the work of the National Infrastructure Commission on the
Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor and the proposed East-West Rail link which will run through the District.
Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet needs
from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to 27,400, which
includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A reduction in the
housing requirements is not considered to be sound in the context of the current national housing crisis and the
Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September
2017) shows a significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per
annum to 1,499 dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 dwellings more over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure the
Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply. This
amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual settlements.
Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.
Policy D3 (Housing Development at Smaller Villages)
Our Client supports aspects of Policy D3 with regards to allowing for new housing development at Smaller Villages.
However, the Policy is not sound as a whole, as parts are not consistent with national policy.
The previously drafted Policy D7 covered housing development within the smaller villages, and proposed a percentage
approach to apportioning development to settlements. Our Client expressed concerns that the Policy did not properly
reflect the Government's objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, and therefore supports the removal of
the percentage apportionment approach.
Policy D3 states that new housing development at Smaller Villages will be supported where it contributes towards the
sustainability of that village and accords with all applicable polices in the Local Plan, subject to certain criteria being
met. This includes a requirement that development be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of
the village; would not result in coalescence; is of a small scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form
of the settlement.
The newly drafted wording of Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings or fewer within the definition of small
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scale development at criteria c. It is considered that the policy should be amended to allow more
flexibility to recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites
to accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3.
Our Client's land has capacity for development of up to 10 dwellings, whilst remaining consistent with the principles for
new development set out in the Policy. The site is present in an urban setting and a detailed analysis of the landscape
impact demonstrates that development can be accommodated on the site and would in effect better "round off" this
part of the village.
In the case of Westcott, the Council's Draft Settlement Hierarchy acknowledges that settlement, along with the village
of Worminghall, "have exceptionally high levels of employment compared to other small villages". The Westcott
Venture Park is located some 0.7km from our Client's site, and comprises a 263ha employment site with over 70
individual business and 400 staff employed. The Local Plan proposes to retain this area as protected employment
land - indeed it has been included within one of the three Enterprise Zones proposed in Aylesbury District. This
indicates a strong commitment to its retention and development at this location as a key source of employment in the
District.
The key planning principles towards sustainable development, as set out in Paragraph 17 of the NPPF, include the
need to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling. Paragraph
37 of the Framework is also clear that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area, so that
people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for, amongst other things, employment.
Our Client considers that Policy D3 should contain more flexibility in respect of levels of "small scale development"
which should be permitted in Smaller Villages. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the
suitability and sustainability of the village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the
Westcott Venture Park employment site in very close proximity. They suggest that Policy D3 should be amended
accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing development here. Providing additional housing
development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a sustainable pattern of development by reducing the
need to travel.
Yours faithfully
Keith Fenwick
Director
For and on behalf of WYG
Summary:

Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy S2.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 171212 Response-form-S3.pdf
2500_Redacted.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy D3.pdf
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Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Aylesbury related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

Given the importance of delivering an increase in housing opportunity in the District and to meet the housing
requirements of AVDC and the unmet need from other areas, it is important that the policy allows for sustainable
development opportunities to come forward during the plan and notwithstanding the provision made in the plan for new
allocations. As such the need for Policy is questioned. In any event it needs to be amended to be robust.

Change to Plan

The removal of Policy S3 would make the Plan sound in this respect. In the alternative the policy should be amended
at least in accordance with the following amendments: S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development "The scale
and distribution of development should accord with the settlement hierarchy set out in Table 2 and the site allocation
policies that arise from it. Other than for specific proposals and land allocations in the Plan, or in the event that
additional sites are required to ensure the delivery of the Plan, new development in the countryside should be avoided,
especially where it would: a. compromise the character of the countryside between settlements, and b. result in a
substantial negative impact on the identities of neighbouring settlements as a result of impact on important
characteristics that make significant contributions to the identity of settlements or communities leading to their
coalescence. In considering applications for building in the countryside the Council will have regard to maintaining the
individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence between
settlements.
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Hallam Land Management 32321 HALLAM AYLESBURY REPS FORM.pdf
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S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development

Respondent: Barwood LaSalle Land Limited Partnership [32397]

Agent:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Full Text:

Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our clients support Policy S3, insofar as it includes land adjacent to Milton Keynes as a separate category within the
Settlement Hierarchy at Table 2. Commentary on the quantum of housing to be delivered at land adjacent to Milton
Keynes are included in the section above.
Paragraph 3.21 states that specific policies for each of the settlement hierarchy categories are set out in the Strategic
Delivery section (Policies D1 - D4). However, it is noted that despite falling within its own category within the Settlement
Hierarchy, South West Milton Keynes is not included as part of any Policies D1-D5. It is considered that the sustainable
urban extension to the South West of Milton Keynes should have its own policy addressing the details for the strategic
delivery of the Site, particularly in respect of joint working with Milton Keynes for the delivery of associated transport
and social infrastructure and connectivity. This links back to our previous comments and concerns relating to the duty
to cooperate.

Summary:

Paragraph 3.21 states that specific policies for each of the settlement hierarchy categories are set out in the Strategic
Delivery section . However, it is noted that despite falling within its own category within the Settlement Hierarchy, South
West Milton Keynes is not included as part of any Policies D1-D5. It is considered that the sustainable urban extension
to the South West of Milton Keynes should have its own policy addressing the details for the strategic delivery of the
Site, particularly in respect of joint working with Milton Keynes for the delivery of associated transport and social
infrastructure and connectivity.

Change to Plan

Please see our detailed representations relating to Policy S3 submitted alongside the
response form.
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Attachments:
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 Representations Redacted.pdf
Barwood Development Securites Limited 27575, Barwood LaSalle 32397 S3 Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Revera Limited (Mr Renshaw Watts) [32190]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Mr Rob Riding) [32191]

Please see attachments
Paragraph 3.80 suggests that there is not a record of persistent under-delivery in Aylesbury Vale and that accordingly it
is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.
The Council assess the record of delivery against the objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale in isolation, which
is the correct approach prior to the confirmation of the contribution to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities
through the VALP examination. Table 2 of the Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, August 2017
identifies that whilst there was under-delivery in the majority of years up until 2012/13, the recent record of delivery
justifies the application of a 5% buffer.
However, upon adoption of the VALP (even assuming that the housing requirement remains as proposed) there will
have been under-delivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with the needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale
but not having been met. Accordingly, upon adoption there will be a necessity to apply a 20% buffer to afford the
appropriate weight to housing proposals given the significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.
The effect of the application of the necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of
circa 600 dwellings. This will need to be addressed within the VALP through the identification of additional deliverable
allocations.
Policy S9 (Monitoring and review)
Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests that Government policy is to deliver 250,000
homes per annum nationally. However, this figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of
the required number of homes was identified as at least 300,000 new homes per annum in the 'Building More Homes'
report to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs in July 2016. The Government have responded to
this evidence (and older assessments including the Barker Report) and are currently consulting on a national
distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. The reference in paragraph 1.7 therefore not
only conflicts with the available evidence, it also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective of
delivering a level of housing below that required nationally.
Paragraph 1.8 continues to identify a requirement of 19,400 new homes to respond to the needs of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding any contributions to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities). This figure is based upon the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) Update Addendum, September
2017 which contains corrections to the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update: Final Report, December 2016.
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for the
Housing Market Area (HMA) rather than an LPA boundary (unless they are coterminous). This has been underlined in
several legal judgments1. This is necessary to ensure that account is taken of the inter-relationships between the
various LPAs and a consistent approach is taken to these. However, the HEDNA assesses the OAN for each LPA in
isolation, using different assumptions for each. The necessary result of this inconsistency means that the OAN has not
been established for the HMA, contrary to the NPPF.
It is also important to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has recently consulted
on a standardised methodology for identifying the local housing need. This has arisen from the Local Plans Expert
Group and the Housing White Paper, both of which were subject to consultation, as well as from professional input
from a wide range of experts including the Planning Inspectorate and the Bar.
Paragraph 1.11 identifies that there is insufficient capacity to meet the OAN in the areas south of Aylesbury Vale. In the
following paragraph 1.12, there is calculated to be an unmet need of 8,000 homes.
However, this is all predicated on the OAN identified in the HEDNA which adopts inconsistent and negative
assumptions, contrary to the available evidence to reduce the OAN. The population is growing far faster than
anticipated by the latest sub-national population projections, and yet even if the OAN was calculated on the basis of
these population projections this would produce an unmet need of 8,965 homes (based on the OAN of 27,065 for the
remainder of Buckinghamshire (= 51,051 - 23,986) and the capacity of 18,100 homes identified in the Memorandum of
Understanding, July 2017).
Furthermore, the Luton Local Plan was adopted in November 2017 and this identifies that there is a need for 400
dwellings which relates to Aylesbury Vale, which is not being addressed elsewhere.
As a result, the VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the
rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400). These figures will increase significantly, once the
standardised methodology becomes part of national policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned
for (including through the early review).
This compares to the identified housing requirement in paragraph 1.12 of 27,400 homes. It is therefore clear, that even
if the VALP is submitted in advance of the revised NPPF, it will contain a housing requirement that is 5,950 homes
short of meeting the OAN across the HMA (unless other sites can be identified across the remainder of
Buckinghamshire to contribute to this unmet need). However, in paragraph 3.17 it is identified that it is expected that
28,830 homes will be delivered in the plan period, which reduces the shortfall to 4,334 homes.
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes which is significantly below the minimum OAN of 33,350.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall. This should include the
identification of additional sites now as well as the identification of new settlements through the proposed early review.
Policy S2 identifies that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth will be at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
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Wendover and Haddenham. It then continues to identify that growth adjacent to Milton Keynes will also be allocated.
The Policy also identifies that development at medium villages, including Bierton, will be at a scale in keeping with the
local character and setting.
Whilst this approach is supported, as set out in our representations to Policies S3 and D2, our client retains an
objection to the "downgrading" of Bierton to a medium village which is clearly a sustainable location in close proximity
to Aylesbury and to other new development, i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook). Bierton should therefore be
reclassified to a "larger village" as originally assessed. If the Council are minded to maintain the classification of Bierton
as a medium village the characteristics and context of the settlement should be recognised with a more appropriate
level of growth than that currently proposed in the VALP.
Table 2 identifies the proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development based on the proposals
of Policy S2.
Paragraph 3.20 identifies that the settlement hierarchy including the ranking of settlements identified in
the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017, forms the basis of the proposed distribution
between settlements.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017 identifies that Bierton (which meets 6 criteria)
is more sustainable than Stewkley (5 criteria) and equally as sustainable as Cheddington, Great
Horwood, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville and Weston Turville, and yet each and every
one of these settlements are proposed to receive greater levels of growth.
Indeed, Table 2 indicates that 101 dwellings have already been permitted in the less sustainable
settlement of Stewkley which compares to the 23 permitted in Bierton. This provides a strong indication
that Bierton should receive (or at the very least be allowed to receive) a level of growth commensurate
with its sustainability, in excess of that which has already been proved to be sustainable at the less
sustainable settlement of Stewkley.
Similarly, in some of the equally sustainable settlements, namely Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon and
Newton Longville, the number of dwellings permitted is in excess of that at Bierton and yet additional
allocations are proposed in these settlements. Indeed, Maids Moreton is planned to receive 171
dwellings, Marsh Gibbon is planned to receive 47 and Newton Longville 48, as compared to the 23
dwellings at Bierton.
Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development spatial strategy for growth)
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Pegasus therefore, in accordance with the representations submitted for the 'Draft Plan for Summer
2016 Consultation', continue to object to the "downgrading" of Bierton, which is clearly a sustainable
location and with the development to the south (i.e. Land East of Aylesbury - Kingsbrook) has outline
planning permission for 2,450 homes, 10 hectares of employment land and further development such
as two primary schools and community facilities, thereby providing a range of facilities and services
which will be even closer those provided by Aylesbury only 1.8 miles away.
Paragraph 4.152 identifies that no allocations are made at either Bierton or Weston Turville owing to
their proximity to Aylesbury Garden Town. This does not take account of the impacts of the proposed
allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town which include a highways access in Bierton. Bierton will be
directly affected by the highways impacts associated with large scale residential development, but will
not receive the benefits associated with modest housing provision. This cannot be considered to be
sustainable in terms of the three dimensions of sustainability (providing adverse social, economic and
environmental impacts from the nearby development without any beneficial impacts associated with
these).
As a result of this, the proposed distribution in the VALP does not reflect the sustainability of
settlements. Additional provisions, either in the form of allocations and/or mechanisms to allow
development beyond the settlement envelope should be embedded in the VALP.
It is therefore necessary to provide for development in Bierton commensurate with its size and scale.
On behalf of our client, Pegasus has promoted through the SHLAA and previous representations to the
emerging Local Plan, several sites at Bierton - refs: BIE004, BIE005, HUL004. A location plan is
attached which shows these sites in relation to Bierton. These sites are not subject to any statutory
environmental or landscape designations and nor are they located in any Local Landscape Area or
Area of Attractive Landscape
Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside
between settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not
sufficiently precise. Any development beyond the current built form, including that on allocated sites
(either within the VALP or neighbourhood plans), or as exceptional development (see Policy D4 and
H2 for example) will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the countryside
between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such
development and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development
requirements) being delivered.
Indeed, paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires that such protection is only afforded to valued landscapes.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be
effective as it could be used to undermine the required development.
Summary:

It is recognised that the strategic settlements in the settlement hierarchy offer the most sustainable opportunities to
accommodate future development, however, the role of smaller settlements, such as Bierton, in close proximity to
these growth centres must be recognised and emerging policies developed with sufficient flexibility so as to ensure
those locations have the ability to respond positively, within the context of their locational specific circumstances, to
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opportunities for development.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Please see representations set out above.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy D2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Paras 1.11 and 1.12 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.8 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.7 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S3 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Policy S2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S9 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
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Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Buckingham related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

Proposed Policy S3 appears to replicate policy RA2 of the adopted AVLP. There the policy was included in the rural
areas section of the Plan. The Policy should be amended to address such rural issues and focus on development
within the open countryside rather than coalescence. It is important that the policy allows for sustainable development
opportunities to come forward during the plan and notwithstanding the provision made in the plan for new allocations.

Change to Plan

Policy S3 should be modified to ensure soundness by:
allowing for additional sites to come forward where're there is a need to meet monitoring targets;
focussing on the specific and important aspects of identity and character that need to be considered (rather than an
apparent blanket policy objection) - otherwise it is unclear how the policy can be considered to be effective.
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Attachments:
Hallam Land Management 32321 (Buckingham) Representations on the VALP 14 12 2017.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy D2).pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy S2)_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Unknown (Mrs S Pearce) [32396]

Agent:

RPS Group (Mr Nick Laister) [32395]

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

The policy fails to clearly differentiate that some forms of new development in the
countryside may be acceptable, as identified elsewhere in the Proposed Submission.

Change to Plan

The opening paragraph of the policy should be reworded as follows;
The scale and distribution of residential development should accord with the settlement hierarchy set
out in Table 2 and the site allocation policies that arise from it. Other than for specific land allocations
identified in this Plan, and proposals compliant by other policies in the Plan that support the rural
economy, new development in the countryside should be avoided, especially where it would:..."
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Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

'Medium villages' of the 'Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development' (Table 2, p.39 of the VALP), has a
considerably lower housing target for Newton Longville than the previous local plan draft stage, from 154 to 48 units
across the plan period. Given the rise in housing need and reduction in housing numbers, this appears counter
initiative. The council have provided no evidence to justify the reduction in housing numbers considered appropriate in
Newton Longville and as such, we consider this reduction unfounded.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
1944c_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Shanly Homes Limited (Mr David Howells) [32161]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations made in respect to the Local Plan submission in accordance with Regulation 19.
In respect to land at:
Land Off William Hill Drive Bierton
Land To The Rear Of Morton King Close Crendon Road Shabbington
Land Rear Of 197 - 207 Aylesbury Road, Wendover, HP22 6AA

Summary:

The policy is restrictive in its wording stating that other than for specific proposals and land allocations in the Plan, new
development in the countryside should be avoided.
There is no clarity on what is meant by specific proposals, and limits development to land allocation sites. The
soundness of the policy is questioned.
The concern is that there is no clear point as to whether the Council will consider development within the countryside in
villages where there as been no allocation. This needs to be clarified at this stage rather than being reliant on separate
policies later in the Plan.

Change to Plan
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Legal?
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Attachments:
Howells David 32161 Appendix 1 - Morton King Close Committee Report.pdf
Howells David 32161 Representation Land Off William Hill Drive Bierton.pdf
Howells David 32161 Representation Land at Morton King Close.pdf
Howells David 32161 Representation Land rear of 197 - 207 Aylesbury Road.pdf
Howells David 32161 Appendix 1 - Land Off William Hill Drive Committee Report.pdf
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Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It appears that the unmet housing need of South Bucks, Chiltern and Wycombe district councils is being moved into
Aylesbury Vale, mainly Halton.
Why is their green belt less important than the green belt in Halton? The green belt of Halton needs to be maintained to
preserve the AONB. The are is already blighted by HS2 making the green belt in this area even more important.

Summary:

It appears that the unmet housing need of South Bucks, Chiltern and Wycombe district councils is being moved into
Aylesbury Vale, mainly Halton.
Why is their green belt less important than the green belt in Halton? The green belt of Halton needs to be maintained to
preserve the AONB. The are is already blighted by HS2 making the green belt in this area even more important.

Change to Plan

Provide evidence of the exceptional circumstances for removing green belt in Halton. Provide evidence as to why
Halton green belt is less important that green belt in the areas of unmet need.
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Respondent: Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust [32095]

Agent:

Castle Planning (Mrs Julia Riddle) [32094]

Full Text:

At paragraph 3.29, the Consultation Draft Plan identifies that a full Green Belt review was undertaken as part of this
Plan preparation process. Despite this, it is still the case that sites may come forward for development in the Green
Belt during the Plan period, which can meet particular local need and/or generate benefits and this should be
considered on a site by site basis in the context of national guidance on development in the Green Belt, as reflected in
the Plan. This is particularly relevant where sites perform more weakly against Green Belt criteria.

Summary:

At paragraph 3.29, the Consultation Draft Plan identifies that a full Green Belt review was undertaken as part of this
Plan preparation process. Despite this, it is still the case that sites may come forward for development in the Green
Belt during the Plan period, which can meet particular local need and/or generate benefits and this should be
considered on a site by site basis in the context of national guidance on development in the Green Belt, as reflected in
the Plan. This is particularly relevant where sites perform more weakly against Green Belt criteria.
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I fully endorse the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.

Summary:

I fully endorse the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mrs Nicky Gregory [31914]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I do not agree with any redefinition of the Green Belt boundaries. The Green Belt was original brought into being to
protect the countryside and definition of villages and small towns. This protection is still needed and for this reason the
boundaries should not be changed.

Summary:

I do not agree with any redefinition of the Green Belt boundaries. The Green Belt was original brought into being to
protect the countryside and definition of villages and small towns. This protection is still needed and for this reason the
boundaries should not be changed.
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Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I do not agree with any redefinition of the Green Belt boundaries. The purpose of the Green Belt is and has always
been, to protect the countryside and the defining areas between villages and small towns. This protection is of
paramount importance and is still needed. The boundaries should never be changed.

Summary:

I do not agree with any redefinition of the Green Belt boundaries. The purpose of the Green Belt is and has always
been, to protect the countryside and the defining areas between villages and small towns. This protection is of
paramount importance and is still needed. The boundaries should never be changed.
Officer Note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

WPC welcomes and supports the inclusion of the RAF Halton site which should have the capacity for some 1000
homes, and possibly more in the future. WPC believe that as this is essentially an already developed site within the
green belt, which has an existing urbanising impact, it's release from the green belt - subject to further review and
careful examination is fully justified. WPC accepts that for the time being, the previous revision to the green belt - i.e.
'to provide a site for approximately 800 dwellings to the north of Wendover with the Green Belt removal potentially
justified on the basis that there was very little capacity identified without this' is also justified but this statement must not
be 'cast in stone', because the need for housing (whilst potentially satisfied in the short term) will remain in the next
review of this plan following the Governments new housing calculation methodology, and the increasing needs
emanating from Wycombe and South Bucks councils. For this reason WPC agrees that ' it is considered premature to
define the boundary of the site to be released from the Green Belt', at present, as this 800 dwelling site could well be
required in any future review. In simple terms, if the site was considered suitable for release this time around, it should
be considered again during the review, as clearly AVDC were content to promote its exclusion from the green belt had
the Halton site not been released by the MOD. WPC are not familiar with the local issues or landscape and traffic
constraints, but it seems that a potential 800 home site could well form the basis for consideration for a new Garden
Town Settlement, perhaps with other land outside this part of the green belt along with other potential candidates within
AVDC such as Haddenham, Winslow, Calvert, Verney Junction located within AVDC, and Princes Risborough. It has
yet to be examined where the most sustainable location should be, but all locations must be carefully examined to
ensure that the Vale is best served, and the delivery of HS2 and the Expressway are fully justified.

Summary:

WPC not only wish the Inspector to understand our support for the RAF Halton site, but also our reasons as to why this
general location must also be considered in the future - and not automatically excluded.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the Council's decision to drop the greenfield site north of Wendover, this
was also in the setting of the Chilterns AONB. RAF Halton is a better option. Both together would have a negative
cumulative effect.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the Council's decision to drop the greenfield site north of Wendover, this
was also in the setting of the Chilterns AONB. RAF Halton is a better option. Both together would have a negative
cumulative effect.
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103]

Agent:
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Full Text:

3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
I agree with this, but the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville are contrary to the policy and
would result in the disappearance of open countryside between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and
Aston Clinton. It is essential that these communities remain separate and do not end up as part of an expanded
Aylesbury. It is also essential that the existing clear separation between Wendover, Weston Turville and Halton
continues, and that no green belt land is released for housing, now or in the future.
(this comment is also relevant to D-AGTl South Aylesbury; 3.32 Green Belt)

Summary:

I agree with this, but the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville are contrary to the policy and
would result in the disappearance of open countryside between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and
Aston Clinton. It is essential that these communities remain separate and do not end up as part of an expanded
Aylesbury. It is also essential that the existing clear separation between Wendover, Weston Turville and Halton
continues, and that no green belt land is released for housing, now or in the future.
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3.32

The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
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Respondent: Leighton-Linslade Town Council (Mr Mark
Saccoccio) [30430]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Leighton-Linslade Town Council supports the proposal to extend the Green Belt to the west of this parish. There is a
strong held view that the land in question is a valuable landscape asset that should be afforded green belt policy status
given that:i) It does and will continue to provide opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population.
ii) It is an attractive landscape that should be preserved and enhanced given its juxtaposition to a resident population in
excess of 40,000.
iii) It will provide the opportunity to secure a nature conservation interest.
iv) It will check unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. As colleagues are minded, the site has already been subject
to hostile planning applications.
V) Its green belt status would help preserve the setting and special character of "Southcott Village".

Summary:

Leighton-Linslade Town Council supports the proposal to extend the Green Belt to the west of this parish.
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Respondent: Penny Miles [28615]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I do not feel that the removal of the Green Belt restrictions from RAF Halton adheres to the national guidelines relating
to removal of this status

Summary:

I do not feel that the removal of the Green Belt restrictions from RAF Halton adheres to the national guidelines relating
to removal of this status

Change to Plan

less dwellings should be built on this site

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 515 - 32020 - S4 Green Belt - None

515

Object

3. Strategic

S4 Green Belt

Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]
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Full Text:

I am concerned about the word 'inappropriate' in the statement 'The Green Belt will be strongly defined and protected
from 'inappropriate' development'. It is ambiguous and can be interpreted to give a desired answer. The Green Belt
should be protected without any alteration to its boundaries.

Summary:

I am concerned about the word 'inappropriate' in the statement 'The Green Belt will be strongly defined and protected
from 'inappropriate' development'. It is ambiguous and can be interpreted to give a desired answer. The Green Belt
should be protected without any alteration to its boundaries.
Officer note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism
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Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We strongly support the inclusion of a specific policy in relation to the Green Belt, which is consistent with national
policies in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework. In particular, it is important to preserve the
openness of the Green Belt and fulfil the 5 purposes for including land within it.
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Docherty [30062]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The 25-30% extension/replacement building guideline should be expressed as excluding, or after, permitted
development rights, which do not require express planning permission.

Summary:

The 25-30% extension/replacement building guideline should be expressed as excluding, or after, permitted
development rights, which do not require express planning permission.

Change to Plan

Insert after 'original building' in paras d, e and f of the Proposed Policy, insert: '...and allowing for any permitted
development rights.'
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

Full Text:

WPC Support.

Summary:

WPC Support.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
do not consider conclusions of assessment to be sound. a site already previously developed is not in itself justification
for its removal from Green Belt. It is the contribution towards openness that the site makes that should be assessed.
The assessment undertake suggests the site contains substantial built-form. This is disputed, whilst a number of the
buildings are substantial in their own right (up to three storeys in height) they are concentrated in a small part of the site
and are listed. Their setting is protected by the surrounding openness.
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The assessment undertaken is flawed and consequently, cannot be held to be a sound basis on which to conclude that
the parcel does not meet Green Belt purposes (NPPF paragraph 82).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
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Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The review carried out for the four Buckinghamshire districts was not robust or thorough. The housing density should
be consistent. Assess the contribution Green Belt sites make to the Green Belts purposes and identify the exceptional
circumstances needed to release Green Belt land. Give more consideration to the issue of the lack of suitable sites as
being exceptional circumstances which justify the release of some Green Belt land. Green Belt within southern
Aylesbury Vale could meet housing need around Aylesbury. Consider a new Green Belt in northern Aylesbury Vale on
the Milton Keynes boundaries. Consider a Strategic Green Gaps policy.
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Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.
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Respondent: Arnold White Estates (Bob Williams) [32001]

Agent:

Full Text:

Gardner Planning Ltd (Mr Geoff Gardner) [29664]

I attach the response to the consultation on the Proposed Submission VALP on behalf of Arnold White Estates. This is
in the format of a full written Response because it deals with matters that cannot be adequately set out in a simple form.
However, a completed facsimile of you form is attached as an appendix with contact details and a summary of the
representations (by policy number on separate sheets).
Please acknowledge receipt, note that I wish to participate in the Examination and keep me advised of progress.
Full summary given where it was more than 100 words (more detail in the main report):
S2
1. In order for the Plan to be 'sound' it must be based on robust evidence. The ORS
HEDNA, and thus the basis for the housing numbers in Policy S2 of the PSVALP, is long
and detailed, but essentially flawed. Its robustness is challenged by comparison with
three other sources in which ORS arrives at an annual OAN (970 homes p.a. for the
District) which is well below these: the ONS household projections (1,092), the GL
Hearn 2015 HEDNA (1,326) and the DCLG new methodology (1,499). Even the early
versions of the VALP/HEDNA had a higher OAN based on ONS 2012 projections. Yet
when these figures rose in the 2014 based projections (from 18,404 to 21,028) the
ORS figures fell (from 21,289 to 19,385). Also, the adjustment for migration trends
and other adjustments seem to fluctuate wildly (compare fig 109 in October 2015
with fig 122 in September 2017).
2. The HEDNA's low number is based on an early assumption that the use of a 10-year
migration trend is superior to that which continues to be used by ONS, even though
ORS have raised this point many times in recent years and are likely to be in close
touch with ONS. The ORS methodology reduces the ONS 'demographic starting
point' by over 4,000 households or 19%. There are then many further 'adjustments'
which are very detailed but almost incomprehensible. Even without the higher
numbers of the DCLG new methodology, it fails the test of "simpler, quicker, and
more transparent". A principle of the new methodology is to add a margin well
above household projections. Whilst the DCLG 2017 consultation states that Plans
submitted before 31.3.17 "will continue with the current plan preparation", the ORS
HEDNA numbers are so different to those derived from other sources that a complete
re-assessment is required and the PSVALP should then be based on the new, simpler
and transparent methodology.
3. The GL Hearn 2015 HEDNA arrived at an OAN (without allowance for accommodating
unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities) of 1,326 home p.a. mainly because it
added housing needs of greater economic growth. The Cambs-MK-Oxford Growth Corridor vision and proposals of
2017, supported in the Autumn Budget, reinforce
and extend that growth potential and the consequent need for more housing.
4. The provision for unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities may be inadequate
when the new DCLG methodology is applied to their numbers which are significantly
higher than currently anticipated.
5. The 5-year housing land supply figures are wrongly calculated in PSVALP paras 3.78 3.80 and Table 7 because inadequate provision is made for 'persistent underperformance'
and the correct figures show that a 5-year supply cannot be provided.
This is contrary to NPPF para 47.
6. PSVALP Policy S2, in terms of housing numbers, is therefore unsound because it is
not:
* Positively prepared - the objectively assessed housing needs are not based on
clear and robust evidence, and unmet requirements from adjoining Authorities
may be higher than anticipated.
* Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence.
* Consistent with national policy - no account is taken of the Housing White
Paper and the growth proposals for the Cambs-MK-Oxford Corridor; and
provision for the 5-year housing land supply is inadequate.
D1 & S2
1. Whilst the term "Garden Town" is unobjectionable, the reality is that all the
Aylesbury sites are just urban extensions, two of which (AGT5 Berryfields and AGT6
Kingsbrook) already have planning permission and two (AGT3 Aston Clinton and AGT4
Hampden Fields) are the subject of applications submitted in early 2016.
2. In reality, therefore, the majority of "Garden Town" already (or almost) has planning
permission. Only two sites AGT1 (South Aylesbury) and AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury)
effectively seem open to discussion.
3. In relation to PSVALP Policies CP2 and D1, this Response raises objections to the
proposed allocation of both sites:
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* AGT1 (South Aylesbury, 1,000 homes) is a collection of 6 small sites in different
ownerships without highway access, such that delivery must be in doubt.
* AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury, 1,550 homes) is severely constrained by HS2 of
which the centre line forms the south-west boundary of the site such that for at
least 100m into the site there can be no housing, and even beyond that living
conditions would be uncomfortable. The conclusion of the Core Strategy
Inspector's report in June 2010 on this site was "This would have a major
impact on the deliverability and potentially, the viability of the SGA, through
significant land take in the SW site".
The Plan is therefore unsound because
Positively prepared - two major sites have been allocated not based on clear and
robust evidence.
Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence. Two
other sites proposed by GPL/AWEL are more sustainable, provide significant
benefits, are deliverable and are not adversely affected by HS2.
Berryfields East
1. The AWEL Berryfields East site (Appendix 3 in Full Response) to the NW of Aylesbury
should be considered as part of the growth of Aylesbury as a 'garden town'. The site
was submitted in response to the 'call for sites' in April 2014. It has a gross area of
some 20ha and a net developable area of some 11ha, with a capacity for some 350
homes.
2. The HELAA response was to raise concerns about landscape, impact on the setting of
the Scheduled Ancient Monument and biodiversity. These were broadly the reasons
for rejecting an appeal on the site in 2012. However, the scheme has been radically
revised since then to take account of the reasons for dismissal and has been
considerably reduced in terms of site area and numbers of dwellings. The appeal
decision related to some 1,380 dwellings on the larger site of some 33ha net.
Appendix 3 shows the revised illustrative masterplan, which has regard to the
Inspector's findings, and, for comparison, the rejected masterplan.
3. As well as a substantial reduction in site area and numbers of dwellings, the revised
scheme demonstrates significant changes since the last scheme was dismissed 5
years ago:
* The Western Link Road is now constructed and the Berryfields development has
advanced which changes the character and appearance of the local countryside
and the setting of the SAM.
* A substantial gap is provided between the eastern boundary of the
development area and Weedon Hill Urban Extension further to the east.
* Extensive open countryside in the new scheme would enhance the countryside
setting.
* The need for housing growth around Aylesbury is much greater than in
2010/12, and this Response has demonstrated that the PSVALP will have a
shortfall in requirements of thousands of homes.
* The site is unaffected by HS2.
* The landscape objection falls away because of the LUC study which designates
the nearest landscape designation being the Quainton-Wing Hills, some 2.76
km from the site to the nearest point just south of Weedon.
4. The HELAA seems to be assessing the 2010 scheme which is now superseded. The
new proposals are achievable, suitable and deliverable (the site is in single
ownership), and all within 5 years.
5. The proposal for the 'Aylesbury Linear Park' is supported. The plan on p66 is
somewhat difficult to read in the vicinity of Berryfields East but shows this Park as the
open land south of the Western Relief Road partly on land in the same ownership as
Berryfields East. Development on Berryfields East would therefore facilitate this
section of the Linear Park/green infrastructure network. Such integration of
development and green infrastructure is encouraged in Policy I1:
The Council will work with partners to ensure that existing and new green
infrastructure is identified, planned, delivered, enhanced and managed in a
strategic way as an integral part of supporting sustainable communities and
sustainable growth. The Council will implement the most up-to-date green
infrastructure strategies. Green infrastructure networks whether existing or
potential are expected to be a key part of site masterplanning as required in the
VALP.
6. Berryfields East, capacity 350 dwellings, should therefore be added to the list of
sites for Aylesbury in Policies S2 and D1.
Waddesdon
1. Waddesdon has been 'under-scored' in the settlement hierarchy by one factor distance to a main settlement - based on inaccurate measurement (see paras 2.28 2.30 above). In fact, Waddesdon is a 'large' large village with extensive facilities
(including a school, retailing, employment, good public transport, police and fire
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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stations, hotel and stately home), but is fundamentally harmed by the passage of
heavy traffic on the A41, which bisects the settlement.
2. However, Waddesdon is classed as a 'large village' in the hierarchy, which means
(emphasis in bold):
* As stated in the introduction to this report, the settlement hierarchy purpose is
not only to identify the current role of settlements through the facilities and
services they provide, but also to help define a sustainable settlement hierarchy
to facilitate decisions through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan on which
settlements are best placed to accommodate future development.
* Larger, more sustainable villages that have at least a reasonable access to
facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations
for development.
3. Despite this encouragement, there are no housing allocations in the PSVALP for
Waddesdon.
4. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
5. The Inspector's Report on the NP included the following extracts:
In my assessment, the promotion of this major development to the north of the
village, together with a projected A41 Relief Road, is a matter of strategic districtwide
importance which falls properly to be considered as part of the preparation of
the VALP.
6. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
7. The proposed development at Waddesdon (Appendix 4 in full Response) includes the
advantages as fully set out in the full Response, e.g.
* provision of some 600 homes, either in the context of the housing shortfall
detailed or as an opportunity site
* the creation of a Garden Village development
* facilitation of a relief road and improvements to the central area of the village
* provision of a village green
* improvement to the appearance of the site by removal of poor and redundant
agricultural buildings
8. These are interesting times when much of planning orthodoxy is being overturned in
order to meet society's real needs (especially housing). It is turning away from
negative stances of protectionism against development towards positive action which
benefits all parts of the community which it serves. The first policy (S1) in the DP
begins:
The council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions so that proposals
can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the
economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.
9. AVDC has the opportunity to put this into practice at Waddesdon and include the
AWEL development proposal as a strategic site in the Local Plan in Policies S2 and
D1.
Summary:

The text at para 3.31 and 3.33 is supported, but S4 needs to refer to a change of Green
Belt boundary.

Change to Plan

Although this proposal is shown on the Policies Map, it should be mentioned in Policy S4
e.g.
Within the Green Belt (as defined on the Policies Map, including the extension to the
west of Leighton Linslade ), land will be protected ...
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

It is noted that some 800 dwellings are proposed to be placed in land which is currently occupied by the Green Belt.
Given the Spatial Vision (Criterion a) is to 'strongly protect the Green Belt', RPS would suggest there exists the
potential for conflict within the Plan.
Given this potential conflict RPS would suggest the Council give greater consideration to the positive allocation of
additional land on land outside the Green Belt in settlements in the south of the District, including Haddenham

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1836 - 32292 - S4 Green Belt - i, ii, iii, iv

1836

Object

3. Strategic

S4 Green Belt

Respondent: Paul Newman New Homes. [32292]

Agent:

Full Text:

Development Planning and Design Services Ltd (Mr
Neil Arbon) [29525]

Attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan prepared and submitted on behalf
of Paul Newman New Homes.
PNNH control approximately 42.4 hectares of agricultural land to the west of Leighton Linslade in the east of the
District. The site is located within the parish of Soulbury immediately adjacent to the built up edge of Leighton Linslade
between the existing town and the Stoke Hammond and Leighton Linslade bypass (A4146).

Summary:

The Council have failed to demonstrate 'exceptional circumstances' to justify inclusion of the sites west of LeightonLinslade, particularly given the justification to 'balance the loss of the Green Belt in other areas' despite the VALP
abandoning proposals to remove Green Belt land at Wendover. The flawed assessment relies on an out of date and
withdrawn policy context and it is clear from the planning history that normal development management policies have
been adequate in protecting the site from development. Furthermore it is considered that sites which perform equally or
more strongly than these sites should be considered preferable.
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

Remove all references to lifting of Green Belt or other protected status on land within Halton.

Change to Plan

see attached
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Respondent: Central Bedfordshire Council (Ms. Sally Hicks)
[32231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

see attachment

Summary:

We fully support the conclusions of the Council with regards to Green Belt, and in particular welcome the
extension of the Green Belt West of Linslade in order to provide a comprehensive approach to Green Belt policy.
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

VALP allocates RAF Halton (a Green Belt site), the correct (and sound) approach would be to justify any
redevelopment of that site via exceptional circumstances, and hence to remove the appropriate areas of land from the
Green Belt. It has been acknowledged by AVDC that there is not the evidence base to justify the allocation /
amendment of Green Belt boundaries at this time. Thus, the allocation is premature, and the proper approach, as
advocated by the NPPF, is to consider major development in the Green Belt only in 'exceptional circumstances'.

Change to Plan

Objection to Parts 1-2 of the plan Change Sought: Suite of Main Modifications to the VALP are required, as set out
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

the Council is seeking to circumvent the need to make out an exceptional circumstances case for bringing forward a
Green Belt site as an allocation. The VALP should have encompassed a proper and robust Green Belt assessment to
consider the allocation (or otherwise) of RAF Halton. Since it has not done so, the only acceptable way forward is for
the allocation of RAF Halton to be removed from the VALP as a formal allocation and noted only as a potential future
mixed-use site, pending the Plan's 'early review'.

Change to Plan

Objection to policy S4 (Green Belt) The approach taken by the VALP in respect of Green Belt is not justified, effective,
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or consistent with national policy. Change Sought: The VALP should be a positively prepared plan and major
development in the Green Belt should only be allocated as part of a formal Green Belt review, supported by a robust
evidence base. Policies concerning RAF Halton should refer to it only as a potential mixed-use allocation site, subject
to that review process, not a formal housing allocation site in this VALP.
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No
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Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
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Respondent: DIO [32332]

Agent:

Full Text:

Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946]

SEE ATTACHMENT

Summary:
As set out above part of the site has limited value in terms of the role and function of the Green Belt. AVDC should
continue to remove part of RAF Halton from the Green Belt as it is built up and has an urbanising effect within the
Green Belt. It is the right time in the planning process to promote the redevelopment of the site and a Local Plan review
would be too late in the process.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Byrne, Tim 29946 (DIO) 14.12.2017 JLL Final Reps Letter - AVDC Draft Local Plan DIO_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

The proposal to include threshold increases does not align with the approach to Green Belt openness as explained in
John Turner v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, East Dorset Council [2016] EWCA Civ 466 see attached. As made clear in the judgment, the question of impact on the openness of the Green Belt is not
restricted to a volumetric approach and has a visual dimension to it.
d) departs from the NPPF, paragraph 89, e.g. the 4th bullet point does allow for the replacement of a building subject to
certain caveats, these are not suitably reflecte

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

Policy S4 to be deleted in its current form and a revised policy prepared to suitably accord with the guidance set out in
the NPPF, in particular paragraph 89.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We agree the general principles.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]
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N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

This policy offers an opportunity to
address NPPF Para 117 and
mitigate for any losses to
biodiversity i.e. NPPF Para 109.

Change to Plan

We suggest a re-write;
a. for the purposes of agriculture,
forestry, appropriate facilities for
outdoor sport and outdoor
recreation, cemeteries, wildlife
reserves, priority habitat creation
or biodiversity impact mitigation
sites.
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Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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Full Text:

To "aim" to ensure... is not strong enough.
In so many parts of the District the Highway, Schools and Health (GP surgeries) are either inadequate or barely
adequate.
Given all the new development it is essential that infrastructure is provided in advance of the new development.

Summary:

To "aim" to ensure... is not strong enough.
In so many parts of the District the Highway, Schools and Health (GP surgeries) are either inadequate or barely
adequate.
Given all the new development it is essential that infrastructure is provided in advance of the new development.
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N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 742 - 30681 - 3.36 - i, ii

742

Object

3. Strategic

3.36

Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]
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Full Text:

There is insufficient evidence and supporting documentation demonstrating that infrastructure needs of 1,000 homes in
Halton will be met.

Summary:

There is insufficient evidence and supporting documentation demonstrating that infrastructure needs of 1,000 homes in
Halton will be met.

Change to Plan

Provide full strategic evidence relating to the infrastructure required for the planned development at halton
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1236 - 29329 - 3.36 - None

1236

Object

3. Strategic

3.36

eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions
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Respondent: Mr Steven Hyams [29063]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Paragraph 7.15
It is encouraging that the requirement for drainage strategies has been included where
sites are planned where there is identified capacity issue. It is recommended that this is
expanded to include those sites planned for the constrained works identified by Anglia
Water (see section 7.28 the IDP) and not just Thames Water.

Change to Plan

The requirement for drainage strategies has been included where
sites are planned where there is identified capacity issue. It is recommended that this is
expanded to include those sites planned for the constrained works identified by Anglia
Water (see section 7.28 the IDP) and not just Thames Water.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Water Quality Infrastructure capacity appears to be the key issue at Buckingham, based on Appendix B of the WCS,
environmental capacity does not appear to be an issue. This needs to be clarified.

Change to Plan

Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Paragraph 7.30 states:
"For Water Quality Impact Assessment the WCS developments could lead to an
adverse impact on the quality of the receiving watercourse at Whaddon, Wing
Cublington and Winslow, with the exception of Buckingham, deterioration could be
redressed by applying a tighter permit and upgrade to treatment. At Buckingham,
environmental capacity could be a constraint to growth."
This statement is not entirely true as at this stage the permits required to cap the within bad status deterioration to 3%
have not been assessed. Therefore this is an unknown. Infrastructure capacity appears to be the key issue at
Buckingham, based on Appendix B of the WCS, environmental capacity does not appear to be an issue. This needs to
be clarified.
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all other links. No explanation anomaly. Funding too vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is essential and critical particularly in interim
period when the links are piecemeal.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

The development policies of this
Plan rely heavily on multifunctional
green infrastructure to ensure
protection and promotion of the
environment, wildlife and
biodiversity. However if the
definition of green infrastructure has
no mention of biodiversity it misses
the mark in terms of complying with
the NPPF and the ability to deliver
on the plan's other policies.

Change to Plan

We suggest a re-write;
Green infrastructure - a network
of high quality, multi‐functional
green spaces which improve
connectivity of towns and villages
and the wider countryside for
both people and wildlife. It also
delivers ecological
enhancements, gains in
biodiversity, and economic and
social quality of life benefits for
local communities at both the
local and strategic level. It can
include green corridors, such as
hedgerows or landscaped
transport routes, and open green
spaces, such as local nature
reserves, wildlife habitat, parks,
allotments, and country parks.
A reference to NE2 and I1 is also
recommended.
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Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Support is given to the identification of the Council's co-operation with key delivery partners to secure the funding and
delivery of key infrastructure projects including East-West Rail to minimise the impacts of projects both during
construction and operation phases.

Summary:

Support is given to the identification of the Council's co-operation with key delivery partners to secure the funding and
delivery of key infrastructure projects including East-West Rail to minimise the impacts of projects both during
construction and operation phases.
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Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We consider that it would also be appropriate for this paragraph to acknowledge the road infrastructure needs to
manage the cumulative effects of the Garden Town, the expansion of Wendover (at RAF Halton) and the major
expansion of Princes Risborough. This matter is not currently acknowledged or addressed by the VALP. The delivery of
the new Garden Town link roads around the south and south west and of road improvements at Wendover must be coordinated with the timing of works to re-route the A4010 through our Parish and at Princes Risborough.

Summary:

We consider that it would also be appropriate for this paragraph to acknowledge the road infrastructure needs to
manage the cumulative effects of the Garden Town, the expansion of Wendover (at RAF Halton) and the major
expansion of Princes Risborough. This matter is not currently acknowledged or addressed by the VALP. The delivery of
the new Garden Town link roads around the south and south west and of road improvements at Wendover must be coordinated with the timing of works to re-route the A4010 through our Parish and at Princes Risborough.

Change to Plan

...are needed to achieve sustainable development, and will co-ordinate the delivery of growth locations within and
adjoining the District.
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present ,
following the Princess Mary Gate development and the slow appreciation of impending need! GP appointments are 14
day wait unless urgent!

Summary:

School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present ,
following the Princess Mary Gate development and the slow appreciation of impending need! GP appointments are 14
day wait unless urgent!
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Respondent: Mr John Currell [30903]

Agent:

Full Text:

"Timely" will normally mean in advance of development.
This paragraph needs strengthening

Summary:

"Timely" will normally mean in advance of development.
This paragraph needs strengthening
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Respondent: Mrs Nicky Gregory [31914]

Agent:
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Full Text:

It is imperative that all infrastructure must be started at the beginning of any development, not during or at the end.
Local services are already under pressure without any further development in the area.

Summary:

It is imperative that all infrastructure must be started at the beginning of any development, not during or at the end.
Local services are already under pressure without any further development in the area.
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Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Infrastructure should always be started at the beginning of any development . Local services, certainly in Wendover
and the surrounding area, are already under pressure and need improvement now before any new development.

Summary:

Infrastructure should always be started at the beginning of any development . Local services, certainly in Wendover
and the surrounding area, are already under pressure and need improvement now before any new development.
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:
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N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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3.41

School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Concerns regarding health care provision.Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove appears to have difficulty
recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service.
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development.
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The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

This paragraph reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all
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It is critical that a definition for 'larger' settlements should be settled and agreed.

Summary:

It is critical that a definition for 'larger' settlements should be settled and agreed.
officer note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]
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Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

It is encouraging to see that the local plan refers to the Water Cycle Study in paragraph 3.44. The infrastructure
constraints identified in the WCS need to be taken into account in the local plan policy.

Change to Plan

It is encouraging to see that the local plan refers to the Water Cycle Study in paragraph 3.44. The infrastructure
constraints identified in the WCS need to be taken into account in the local plan policy.
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Water and disposal of waste are essential and must be given a priority in the developments for sustainability and the
health of rivers and the water table so abstraction is not too high.

Summary:

Water and disposal of waste are essential and must be given a priority in the developments for sustainability and the
health of rivers and the water table so abstraction is not too high.
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INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1580 - 32090 - 3.46 - None

1580

Object

3. Strategic

Summary:

3.46

Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Ellis, Jane 32090.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2354 - 29506 - 3.46 - ii, iii

2354

Object

3. Strategic

3.46

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

For development proposals not already assessed in the Water Cycle Study, it is recommended that foul and surface
water drainage strategies and potential phasing of development is looked at to ensure capacity is available first, and
providing evidence that communication has occurred between the sewer undertaker and developer to confirm
connection and available capacity to accommodate the flow.

Change to Plan

Paragraph 3.46
Paragraph 3.46 states:
"Development proposals that would result in the VALP growth targets being significantly exceeded must ensure, in
consultation with Thames Water and Anglian Water, that the objectives of the Water Framework Directive are not
compromised. There must be adequate capacity in foul waste infrastructure to accommodate the proposed
development in order to prevent the deterioration in current water quality standards."
We agree with paragraph 3.46 as the WCS has only considered the proposed growth
and no further growth beyond this. However it is recommended that this this also
applies to development proposals that are planned for connection to works or within
sewer catchments that have been identified by the sewer undertakers as having
potential capacity issues. This information is available in the WCS. This can be done via foul and surface water
drainage strategies, potential phasing of development to ensure capacity is available first, and providing evidence that
communication has occurred between the sewer undertaker and developer to confirm connection and available
capacity to accommodate the flow.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 297 - 30903 - S5 Infrastructure - None

297

Support

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Mr John Currell [30903]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Strongly support - developers must not be allowed to avoid or under provide for necessary infrastructure.

Summary:

Strongly support - developers must not be allowed to avoid or under provide for necessary infrastructure.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 455 - 29264 - S5 Infrastructure - None

455

Support

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified
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Not Specified

Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 592 - 30231 - S5 Infrastructure - None

592

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy S5 seeks to ensure that ALL new development must provide appropriate on and off-site infrastructure in order to
avoid placing additional burden on the existing community. BUT who is to assess what is "appropriate" and who is to
assess what is meant by "on site" and "off site" infrastructure. As it is bound to vary within each settlement large and
small, it should be co-ordinated with the parish councils, civic societies, residents' associations and use LOCAL
KNOWLEDGE to deliver the assessments.

Summary:

Policy S5 seeks to ensure that ALL new development must provide appropriate on and off-site infrastructure in order to
avoid placing additional burden on the existing community. BUT who is to assess what is "appropriate" and who is to
assess what is meant by "on site" and "off site" infrastructure. As it is bound to vary within each settlement large and
small, it should be co-ordinated with the parish councils, civic societies, residents' associations and use LOCAL
KNOWLEDGE to deliver the assessments.
officer note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 641 - 31693 - S5 Infrastructure - iii, iv

641

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: J & J Design (Mr John Shephard) [31693]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Representation on behalf of Brackley Fox Lane Gospel Hall Trust.
The Trust supports Policy S5 in principle. However, the policy should clarify the term "All development", and in
particular whether this means all new housing or includes employment and/or community provision. Furthermore, the
trust welcomes the recognition that infrastructure deficiencies should be taken into account, but would respectfully
question how such deficiencies can be taken into account by new development other than in the light of the tests at
NPPF paragraph 204.
The policy and supporting text should recognise that:
a. Voluntary sector organisations including faith communities may be willing and able to make community infrastructure
investments without developer funding;
b. Charitable organisations will be CIL exempt for development required in furtherance of charity objectives;
c. Notwithstanding funding issues, adequate land allocations will be required to meet known infrastructure needs and/or
deficiencies.

Summary:

The policy is unsound and incompatible with NPPF paragraph 204 in that the Council are seeking to have regard to
existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure provision, whereas NPPF paragraph 204 indicates that planning
obligations should only be sought where they meet all of the relevant tests.

Change to Plan

Amend Policy to read:
All new development allocations must provide appropriate on- and off‐site infrastructure (in accordance with the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan) in order to:
a. avoid placing additional burden on the existing community
b. avoid or mitigate adverse social, economic and environmental impacts and
c. make good the loss or damage of social, economic and environmental assets.
In planning for new development, appropriate regard will be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure
provision. Development proposals must demonstrate that these have been taken into account when determining the
infrastructure requirements for the new development, having due regard to the national policy tests of necessity,
directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the new development.
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Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No
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Soundness Tests
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 685 - 30440 - S5 Infrastructure - i, iv

685

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy S5 a) Whilst generally supporting the thrust of this hugely important policy, WPC suspect that it may not be
fully 'sound'. Paragraph 4.16 of the IDP, under the BCC County wide transport modelling, states 'The most recent
Local County wide Traffic Modelling undertaken in July 2017 indicates that even with a full suite of mitigation measures,
there would be are no significant impacts to the highway network in the Vale. There are some areas where further work
is needed to investigate the nature of the mitigation measures needed such as SW of Milton Keynes.' This statement
is qualified and expanded in the accompanying Appendix A where it clearly states that a route upgrade is required on
the A421, which lies to the SW of Milton Keynes and remains one of the main arterial roads into the city. The columns
indicates that this route upgrade is 'necessary' but the anticipated delivery date is not until '2033' and that the upgrades
will be will be funded by developer contribution and grant funding. Interestingly, this is the only entry in this entire
section that does not have any supporting 'Additional comments or delivery notes'. WPC have always supported the
long standing 'mantra' of successive Governments of 'I before E' - meaning Infrastructure before expansion, but AVDC
within the VALP appear to be reneging on this laudable and justifiable requirement, by requiring within Policy S5 that
'The provision of infrastructure should be linked directly to the phasing of development to ensure that infrastructure is
provided in a timely and comprehensive manner to support new development'. This sentence ignores those areas and
communities close to the development area that are affected by it. WPC has long argued (with many others) that the
A421 is already unsafe - especially at peak travel times - and that upgrades should be undertaken sooner rather than
later, and certainly before any further major development is allowed to join it. Traffic modelling may suggest that some
capacity still exists, but WPC would like an explanation of the IDP para 4.16 and in particular what 'investigate the
nature of the mitigation measures needed' really means together with an assurance that works found necessary are
funded by developers and grants before the development commences at Salden Chase, and not during phases, or after
development may have been completed as suggested in Policy S5 or the IDP suggested 2033 time scale. The wording
of policy S5 may be appropriate to the new development being constructed, but completely ignores the surrounding
road network and nearby communities who are directly and immediately impacted by additional traffic generated by the
development - both to support the construction of the site from day one, and those early new residents on early phases
(i.e. - before 'built housing numbers' trigger any agreed infrastructure improvements).
Policy S5 b) WPC firmly believe that infrastructure costs, including and especially noting affordable/social housing
should not be negotiable, even if the applicants consultants provide cost reasons for so doing. Developers should
know, or find out during their land purchase appraisals ,exactly what constraints exist (often spelt out in adopted Local
Plans or via normal research) and budget for these accordingly, when either buying land or entering into option
agreements with land owners. It is simply not acceptable to allow for negotiation at a later stage, which inevitably
impacts on existing communities by way of lost or lesser infrastructure improvements, lower social care due to
unfunded overcrowding or a reduced number of affordable or other socially required homes. The developer who brings
forward such proposals should look to reduce his profit level, or renegotiate their deal with the landowner, failing which,
penalties should be imposed if the land is not developed within a sensible time frame, or consent withdrawn if they
prevaricate unnecessarily. It is simply unacceptable for these tactics to be used to either promise faster development or
maintain profit levels, as such negotiations are unprofessional and suggest insufficient planning and investigation at the
developers land acquisition stage.
Policy S5 c) Whilst WPC are in favour and understand the need for CIL or LIT, this must not be introduced - even as
Supplemental Planning Guidance' without full and proper consultation. It is insufficient to simply follow Government
guidance when differing forms of achieving infrastructure contributions have been adopted by various authorities. In
any event WPC would not wish to see such new measures introduced on existing outline or detailed planning consents,
as they should be governed by the measures in place when the consents were granted, as this could lead to financial
hardship, and perhaps on some individual and smaller developments,required homes not even being built.

Summary:

Whaddon PC are very concerned about the provision of new infrastructure and the improvement of existing
infrastructure , especially in the rural areas that are often impacted the most by major development, because little if
anything has been done to upgrade existing roads etc for many years and are unable to cope with both the amount of
traffic and the increase in 'short-cutting' HGV's etc.

Change to Plan

These are incorporated in the representations for a), b) and c) above.
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VALP Proposed Submission
S - 757 - 29938 - S5 Infrastructure - None

757

Support

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy S5 'Infrastructure': BA supports, although suggests there should be specific mention here of the outer orbital
route being a key infrastructure element - this is referred to elsewhere in the VALP and for consistency should be
added here.

Summary:

Policy S5 'Infrastructure': BA supports, although suggests there should be specific mention here of the outer orbital
route being a key infrastructure element - this is referred to elsewhere in the VALP and for consistency should be
added here.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 788 - 29482 - S5 Infrastructure - i, iii, iv

788

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

The intent of Policy S5 is supported as it is critical that the future growth in the District is appropriately supported by the
necessary community, highway and utilities infrastructure.
However, the critical role of other bodies in the planning, funding and delivery of infrastructure should also be explicitly
referred to in the policy in order to encourage their proactive involvement. For example, the policy should reflect that it
is the responsibility of the utilities company to provide the necessary water supply and wastewater infrastructure to
support development. Their investment programmes are not necessarily integrated with Local Plans, and often will not
address the development requirements for an area until specific proposals become committed, normally through the
grant of planning permission.
Moreover, in order to achieve the "challenging" scale of housing growth required, the Housing Delivery Study for
Buckinghamshire (2017) concludes that the District Council must take on the role of Housing Delivery Enabler. It
highlights that the "real challenge in housing delivery is getting the sites to point at which homes start to get built" (para
14) and a key part of that is ensuring that the essential infrastructure is provided on time (para 11). Therefore, the
District Council's role in facilitating the delivery process in this respect should also be set out in Policy S5.
The second paragraph of Policy S5 refers to having regard to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure
provision. The intent of the policy is unclear in this respect, the Local Plan cannot require development to remedy
existing deficiencies under the terms of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2011 (Regulation 122).
Moreover, whilst the reference to viability assessments is welcomed, the District Council must demonstrate that the
policy and infrastructure requirements in the Local Plan (cumulatively) are achievable and do not render sustainable
development unviable (NPPF paragraphs 158, 173-174). That must be considered at this stage.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy S5, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs will be met within the plan period;
- is not effective in ensuring that sustainable development can be delivered in the Plan Period; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy S5, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs will be met within the plan period;
- is not effective in ensuring that sustainable development can be delivered in the Plan Period; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development.

Change to Plan

Proposed Change:
The policy and infrastructure requirements of the plan should be tested to ensure that they do not unduly restrict
sustainable development coming forward and Policy S5 should be revised as follows:
- Delete second paragraph
- Add paragraph setting out the role of the infrastructure providers and District Council;
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VALP Proposed Submission
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836

Support

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Canal & River Trust fully support this policy and we recognise and thank the Council for it continuing support of
the give to improving the Aylesbury Arm of the Grand Union Canal as multi functional infrastructure.

Summary:

The Canal & River Trust fully support this policy and we recognise and thank the Council for it continuing support of
the give to improving the Aylesbury Arm of the Grand Union Canal as multi functional infrastructure.

Change to Plan

N/A
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845

Support

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Council and Buckinghamshire County Council are well aware of the issues surrounding developer funding for the
towpath improvement work on the Aylesbury Arm. Whilst existing commitments should finish the section from College
Road North into the town centre there is less certainty for funding for the remainder of the Aylesbury Arm or for the
other two legs of the Grand Union Triangle. We would wish to be assured that the proposed changes to the CIL and
developer contributions regime will not result in this important multi functional Green Infrastructure project not coming
to fruition.

Summary:

The Council and Buckinghamshire County Council are well aware of the issues surrounding developer funding for the
towpath improvement work on the Aylesbury Arm. Whilst existing commitments should finish the section from College
Road North into the town centre there is less certainty for funding for the remainder of the Aylesbury Arm or for the
other two legs of the Grand Union Triangle. We would wish to be assured that the proposed changes to the CIL and
developer contributions regime will not result in this important multi functional Green Infrastructure project not coming
to fruition.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
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1046

Support

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

Reference is made to the need for developments to be phased to ensure the timely provision of infrastructure. We
support this requirement as it is important that development is phased to ensure that it is aligned with water and water
recycling infrastructure which is required to serve the new development.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Attachments:
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Schedule of Changes.pdf
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Reps.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1067

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Mr John Oliver [30897]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

see attachments

Summary:

1. Good access needed for commerdal success. Congestion affects everyone.
2. Uncertainty about when anything will be done.
3. Traffiic model is unreliable as a basis fur highway infrastructure planning and design.
4. A41 is a particular problem. Road is too narrow for bus lane and cycle routes.
5. LEPs' policy is to use Eastern & Stocklake Unk Roads to relieve A41, not mitigation measures.
6. Importance of correct design for Woodlands roundabout for effective diversion of A41 traffic.

Change to Plan

update and improve the traffic model
control rate of development with access to A41
confirm importance of eastern & stocklake link roads as strategic highways
carefully and thoroughly examine woodlands roundabout design and achieve successful diversion of traffic
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Oliver John 30897 VALPpartA_Redacted.pdf
Oliver John 30897 VALPpartB2.pdf
Oliver John 30897 VALPpartB3.pdf
Oliver John 30897 VALPpartB1.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1196

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

AVDC should adopt all infrastructure before expansion in planning and funding new
development. Infrastructure requirements should be embedded with appropriate level of detail within the Local Plan, so
there is a clear policy expectation from the outset of what is to be delivered, when and how it is to be funded. Far more
robust policy positions must be in place and not leave infrastructure requirements to a planning application. It cannot
and must not be assumed that all infrastructure will be provided by developer contributions. There must be detail of
how infrastructure will be funded.

Change to Plan
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Galloway Mike 30433.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1349

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy S5 'Infrastructure'
1. Policy S5 of the Local Plan deals with the provision of infrastructure. We support the requirement for all new
development to provide appropriately for on and off-site infrastructure to mitigate any unacceptable impacts.
2. Whilst we understand what is meant by criterion a. of the policy, we object to its current wording. What we think it
meant by this criterion is that developments should avoid placing additional 'unacceptable' burden on existing
communities i.e. mitigating unacceptable impacts. There are, however, circumstances where developments will place
an additional burden on an existing community, perhaps by increasing pupil number at an existing school or local
centre. However, these may be an additional impact that is in fact positive - helping to maintain the viability and vitality
of these existing services.
3. We additional object to the statement in the second paragraph of Policy S5 that development proposals must take in
to account 'existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure provision'.
4. It is of course a fundamental principle of the planning system that new development should mitigate its unacceptable
impacts but should not, and cannot lawfully, be required to address existing infrastructure deficiencies. Any requirement
to make good existing infrastructure deficiencies would breach Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as
amended) which states that contributions from new development must be necessary to make a development
acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to
the development.
Changes Sought
Amend Policy S5 to:
i. delete reference to new development having regard to / addressing existing infrastructure deficiencies; and
ii. amend criteria a. to refer to an additional 'unacceptable' burden

Summary:

Object, S5: That development should not be expected to resolve deficiencies in existing infrastructure and that
references to the impact on existing communities should refer specifically to an 'unacceptable' impact.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
Amend Policy S5 to:
i. delete reference to new development having regard to / addressing existing infrastructure deficiencies; and
ii. amend criteria a. to refer to an additional 'unacceptable' burden
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Doel, Steven 29880 (GSL) Policy S5.pdf
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1579

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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S5 Infrastructure

In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.

Change to Plan
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Not Specified
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Ellis, Jane 32090.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1692 - 32286 - S5 Infrastructure - None

1692

Object

3. Strategic

S5 Infrastructure

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

Whilst the provision of infrastructure is supported along with phasing of provision, the policy should not inhibit
development coming forward in different timescales. The Council should acknowledge that on many sites, and in
particular areas around Aylesbury, due to different ownerships, land will come forward in an independent manner. This
is not unusual at all, but the Council needs to ensure, through either S106 or CIL and via its intended SPD, it has
mechanisms in place to coordinate the funding of infrastructure and ensure that independent development sites do not
prejudice delivery of wider land parcels.
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Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The Policy should include reference to the fact that any planning obligations should only be sought where they are
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms , directly related to the development, fairly and
reasonable related in scale and kind to the development and in accordance with the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations.

Change to Plan

It is recommended that the first paragraph of Policy S2 is reworded as follows:
"Where necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms ; directly related to the development and
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development, all new development should provide appropriate onand-off site infrastructure (in accordance with the Infrastructure Delivery Plan) in order to:
(REST OF POLICY CONTINUE AS WRITTEN)

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

Proposed Policy S5 (as cross-referenced in Proposed Policy D1) indicates that
development proposals shall provide appropriate on and off-site infrastructure (in
accordance with the Infrastructure Delivery Plan). It is clear from the wording of the
policy and its supporting text, that developer contributions (in the form of Section 106,
Section 278 and Community Infrastructure Levy payments) are envisaged as playing a
major role in funding key infrastructure. Conversely, the draft policy also infers that
where infrastructure contributions render a development unviable, such contributions
may not be sought in full

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

Any direct linkage between Halton and Wendover should be removed from the VALP; notwithstanding regional
transport requirements, each village should be separately sustainable and each should have appropriate infrastructure.

Change to Plan

see attached
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Halton Parish Council, Lippman, Fiona 30401 RESPONSE.pdf
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Respondent: Gallagher Estates Ltd [32326]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Michael Knott) [29503]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Gallagher Estates Ltd., please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Proposed Submission.

Summary:

2.18 The delivery of development through
the allocation of land at Eaton Leys could
contribute towards the infrastructure
needs of the area including any obligations
required to mitigate the impact of the
development e.g. off-site improvements to
the highway network.

Change to Plan

2.19 On behalf of Gallagher Estates,
we confirm that the development of
Eaton Leys is viable having regard to the
infrastructure costs and can be delivered
in the short term alongside the delivery
of the development of new homes and
infrastructure on the part of the site
located within Milton Keynes.
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Attachments:
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 Eaton leys Vision doc g.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 28225 A5 DM 171212 Bucks HMA OAHN Review_Final_v2.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 20704 VALP PROPOSED SUBMISSION DRAFT DECEMBER 2017 Response
form - Completed.pdf
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Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt)
[32193]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1916 - 32193 - S5 Infrastructure - iii, iv

1916
3. Strategic

Object
S5 Infrastructure

than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1916 - 32193 - S5 Infrastructure - iii, iv

1916
3. Strategic

Object
S5 Infrastructure

nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we consider the requirement for sites
of over 100 to provide an unstated number of self-build plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst
we recognise that Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not consider the
Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can provide plots to support self-builders.

Change to Plan

the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6 months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert
back to the developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend that if development of
a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to
the developer. It is important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the development as a
whole.
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Behrendt, Mark 32193,House Builders Federation HBF rep VALP Reg 19 Dec 2017 REDACT.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

CSP does not object to this policy, however, we note that several of the site-specific allocations in the plan (notably
RAF Halton, and the proposed additional allocations at Buckingham, Winslow and Milton Keynes) fail to demonstrate
adherence to its objectives, in terms of ensuring adequate planning for future infrastructure needs. In contrast, the
infrastructure requirements of CSP's proposed site at Shenley Park are well understood and have been factored into
the emerging masterplan and EIA scoping (set out later in this document and in accompanying Appendices).

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
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Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

All of the strategic locations offer primary care services but with significantly varying levels of provision. Haddenham
performs best with a relatively recently built facility. Motor car journey times from the north to the two major hospitals
providing specialist care for Aylesbury Vale (Stoke Mandeville and Wycombe General) are double those from
Haddenham.

Change to Plan

In order to correct this issue, NBPPC would suggest a redistribution of at least 2,500 homes proposed to be delivered
in the north of the Vale to be allocated to areas in the south of the Vale.
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Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 NBPPC DRAFT FULL REPRESENTATION TO THE SUBMISSION VALP FINAL.pdf
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 ]VALP response 121217 Cov Ltr.pdf
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

Please also see my comments under 3.15 New Settlement.
The VALP does not seem to recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury. It is a major
infrastructure project which should be embraced.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]
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N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

Please also see my comments under 3.15 New Settlement.
The Government supports this scheme, therefore AVDC needs to capitalise on this opportunity and plan for transport,
housing etc. that this scheme will bring forward.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]
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Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

S5 & Paras 3.36 -3.46
IDP makes reference to both East West Rail and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. The Consortium considers that
both projects would be supported by additional development adjacent to Milton Keynes. The land at South West Milton
Keynes (Site Refs. NLV001 and NLV020) is located adjacent to the route of East West Rail and would be adjacent to or
provide for the preferred route of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway, which in our opinion supports the allocation of
both these sites for development to contribute towards the funding of the planned improvements along these transport
corridors.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

The relationship between the development of land south west of Milton Keynes and emerging transport infrastructure
projects of strategic importance should be suitably reflected in the supporting text to Policy S5, in particular the extent
to which development in this location has the potential to make direct provision towards these.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

The third paragraph of Policy S5 does not recognise where it may not be feasible to provide the sewage infrastructure
in time for development phases. For example where sewer upgrades are planned as part of a water companies Asset
Management Plan (AMP) these will be budgeted in advance where lead in time and planned upgrades may not be inline with the proposed timescales of development.

Change to Plan

Policy S5 Infrastructure
The third paragraph of this policy states:
"The provision of infrastructure should be linked directly to the phasing of development to ensure that infrastructure is
provided in a timely and comprehensive manner to support new development."
The above wording is important but does not recognise where it may not be feasible to provide the sewage
infrastructure in time for development phases. For example where sewer upgrades are planned as part of a water
companies Asset Management Plan (AMP) these will be budgeted in advance where lead in time and planned
upgrades may not be in-line with the proposed timescales of development. In these scenarios development would need
to be phased in-line with the planned upgrades or options for developer contributions could be explored.
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Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We have concerns about the adequacy of the IDP (given the very strong concerns
over existing as well as potential infrastructure needs identified by the community),
and make the following bullet points:-
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Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Dear Sirs,
The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ("VALP")
My comments on specific areas of the draft Plan are as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 - Sustainable development
Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
3.15 - New settlement
AVDC should be forward looking and should be working with national government to leverage the
huge opportunities presented by infrastructure provision envisaged by the National Infrastructure
Commission regarding East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
The western end of EWR is due for delivery within the draft VALP horizon. It does not appear to
have been considered adequately in the draft VALP.
Recommendation 4 of the National Infrastructure Commission's interim report says, in relation to
the East West Rail and Oxford - Cambridge Expressway projects:
"To fully maximise the benefits of the project local authorities should recognise the transformational
benefits of East West Rail and develop and agree, working with national government, an ambitious
strategy for housing development and deliver around stations and station towns." (my emphasis)
The proposed route options for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway should be properly considered.
Option A (the 'green route') passes just to the North of Aylesbury
Option B (the 'purple route') passes between Aylesbury and Bicester, running parallel with the East
West Rail route.
Why wouldn't you consider a new settlement next to infrastructure that is being funded by national
government? It is surely the most sensible solution to the need for extra housing. I cannot see any
attempt in the VALP to work with national government to deliver a forward looking solution. What
is presented is a piecemeal plan, driven by developers'' profit motives.
Aylesbury deserves better than this. The VALP is inward‐looking in this regard. What is being
presented is a poor piece of work. It is simply not good enough.
Interventions - Link Roads
Many parts of the link roads forming the proposed orbital route are said to be 'aspirational'. This
means that they are not funded. Who is supposed to be paying for them? Will they ever be built?
Even those parts of the orbital route that are supposedly funded, will be built at different times. The
whole thing will not be opened in one go. What consideration has been given to the effect on traffic
of a partly completed road system?
Site D‐AGT1 - South Aylesbury
In the SEALR consultation, the South East Aylesbury Link Road is shown as passing through
undeveloped fields.
In the draft VALP, the SEALR isn't shown, but the area is shown covered in more houses. The traffic
from the houses has to be catered for. How is this traffic supposed to access the SEALR? There are
no junctions shown in the SEALR plans that I can see.
This is yet another example of the left hand not knowing (or caring) what the right hand is doing. It
is incredibly poor infrastructure planning. Again, what traffic modelling has been done to assess the
effect of 2,000 houses on what is supposed to be a strategic link route?
Policy H1 - Affordable housing
All large developments must provide at least 30% affordable housing, or serviced self‐build plots on
which younger people can build for themselves.
Even the council's own development at Woodlands ignores this basic requirement and only requires
20%. If the council ignores this need, the developers will take the council's lead and ignore it as
well.
It is simply not satisfactory for developers to say that 'up to' X% of affordable housing will be
provided. 'Up to' can mean 0% percent.
It really worries me that ignoring the needs of those who want to get onto the housing ladder, will
deny Aylesbury the opportunity to be home for the younger people that every town needs.
Summary:

Many parts of the link roads forming the proposed orbital route are said to be 'aspirational'. This
means that they are not funded. Who is supposed to be paying for them? Will they ever be built?
Even those parts of the orbital route that are supposedly funded, will be built at different times. The
whole thing will not be opened in one go. What consideration has been given to the effect on traffic
of a partly completed road system?
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Respondent: Jackson Planning (Planning Manager) [31705]
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Full Text:

Please find attached representations and a supporting appendix in respect of the Regulation 19 consultation on the
VALP.

Summary:

The plan completely fails to recognise the on-going work by the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) to
accommodate
over a million new homes in the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford arc. There needs to be greater acknowledgement
about
the role Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) must play in shaping the future of the city as part of the 2050 spatial
vision
and the plan needs a specific policy that deals with how this will be accommodated until 2033 which is the time period
for the
plan.

Change to Plan

Policy S5 Revise as shown: (additional text in blue) add after second paragraph
Work in concert with existing infrastructure design panels in relation to the growth arc to specify, scrutinise and
challenge designs, plans and delivery, with a view to:
* making most efficient use of new and existing infrastructure (including transport and utilities);
* supporting positive social outcomes (including better mental and physical health);
* achieving net gains in biodiversity and natural capital across the arc; and
* improving quality of life for existing and future residents.
* establish arrangements for the long-term stewardship of valued community assets in each new or expanded
settlement, placing responsibility and resources in the hands of the community
* ensure that strategic infrastructure, including new elements of East West Rail and the Oxford-Cambridge
Expressway, are planned and developed to achieve net gains in biodiversity and natural capital across the arc.
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Jackson Lisa 31705 Monitoring and Review 2.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Mointoring and Review.pdf
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]
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Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.

Change to Plan
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To meet the needs of sites for mobile homes more widely reaching policies are required, including
definitions of the groupings of occupants. There would appear to be three classes of site and
recognising this will help in the planning and authorising of their locations as well as going some way
towards preventing long and expensive inquiries into unauthorised sites due to the lack of planning
policies and guidance.
The three classes are A. Sites with up to three pitches for family groups on their own land. The amount of regulation
necessary is minimal. The group will be like minded and may be Gypsies or any of the
normal Traveller societies, or a 'new age' group. Normally these sites are either in open
countryside or on the edges of settlements and due to their size and nature should be
categorised 'private'.
B. Larger sites, normally limited to 15 pitches, privately owned, with pitches owned or rented
by the occupants where, often where for cultural reasons, the whole site is controlled by a
particular group, who permit approved guests, and wish the site to be categorised 'private'.
These sites are the most controversial as they often appear in open countryside. There
needs to be a way to identify the majority residents and registering the site against their
culture, which might be sub-categorised 'romany', 'irish', 'english', 'scottish', 'welsh', etc to
distinguish between the various traveller groups who prefer an ethnic setting. Where this is
not registered the site is automatically classed as C, 'public', available to all.
C. Larger sites, normally limited to 15 pitches, privately or publicly owned, with pitches rented
by the occupants who may be anybody, including Gypsies or Travellers who are happy to
share a site, and are categorised 'public'. The occupants own their caravan, which may be
static, and measures are needed to prevent this becoming a dump for the homeless. This is
a new distinction created with the aim of taking some of the load off the waterways as well
as offering some transit pitches and pitches for non-travelling Gypsies and Traveller
societies. In addition to sites in open country they should be provided as part of all major
housing developments giving the site residents better access to facilities and the opportunity
for better integration.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hamilton, John 30432, Nash Parish Council - 1207 2017 VALP Comment NPC.pdf
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Table 4 Allocations to meet the needs for Gypsies and
Travellers

Respondent: Ms Patience Skillings [30614]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It is not clear whether the 3 pitches allocated to Willows Park are the same that were made permanent in 2016, or
whether this is an additional 3

Summary:

It is not clear whether the 3 pitches allocated to Willows Park are the same that were made permanent in 2016, or
whether this is an additional 3
officer note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object
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Table 4 Allocations to meet the needs for Gypsies and
Travellers

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Wendover Road, Travellers site
This site does not appear to have a sewage connection. The sewage disposal means
are unclear.

Change to Plan

Wendover Road, Travellers site
This site does not appear to have a sewage connection. The sewage disposal means
are unclear.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object
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3.61

Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hamilton, John 30432, Nash Parish Council - 1207 2017 VALP Comment NPC.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2377 - 30432 - 3.62 - i, ii, iii, iv
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Object

3. Strategic

3.62

Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hamilton, John 30432, Nash Parish Council - 1207 2017 VALP Comment NPC.pdf

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

3.63

Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hamilton, John 30432, Nash Parish Council - 1207 2017 VALP Comment NPC.pdf

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

S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision

Respondent: Boarstall Parish Meeting (Mr Lawrence Odell)
[29780]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district the allocation of this site is ill conceived and
therefore not sound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5 mile
radius, not only within AVDC but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. I fail to see how the plan has complied with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of many.
2.1. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own development control committee
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of the planning inspectorate
2.3. It disregards the repeated objections of the parish council
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site who have spent many thousands on
security to minimize the number of break ins and vandalism from children residing on the site
2.5 The site lies within a few metres of a Ministry Of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison,
AVDC have not consulted with these parties or the Military or Civil Police, and the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. I fail to see how a plan could be legally compliant that is in flagrant disregard of the development control committee
member (elected Councilor's) repeated decision; it suggests that AVDC are making policy not its councilors.
4. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveler sites it has previously refused permission to is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site, they have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it and enforcement have been unable to influence this. The authors have not
commented on the major reason for prior refusals, its dominant and unnatural effect on the open country side. On this
basis its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. The VALP state the site is for 13 plots whilst the Authors have unfettered knowledge that is divided into 20 plots; I
see the naming of 13 sites as a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector on compliance with the size recommendation
within National Policy for gypsy and traveler sites. The authors have publically acknowledged non- compliance and
defended it on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1. The site does not meet the defined
criteria.
a. It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools,
healthcare and public transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing
sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on
highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living
on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 350 - 29780 - S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople provision - None
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Object

3. Strategic

S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision
countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and
green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the
size and density of the local settled community, and does not dominate the nearest settled
community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by
environmental hazards that may effect residents health or welfare
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and
sewerage disposal facilities
h. Sites should remain small in scale - no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site

Summary:

Object to S6 and the inclusion of Oaksview Park, Boarstall as a allocation. Permanent permission has been refused on
this site numerous times, the views of the development control committee, PINs, Parish Council and locals have been
ignored. There is a oversupply of sites in the vicinity. Its close to the MOD site and prison, other sites have been
objected to by them. The site has a dominant and unnatural impact on the open countryside. There are 20 plots on site,
not 13. Doesn't meet the criteria.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Boarstall Parish, Chairman, Odell, Lawrence 29780.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision

Respondent: Janet Marie MacTavish [30930]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district the allocation of this site is ill conceived and
therefore not sound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5 mile
radius, not only within AVDC but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. I fail to see how the plan has complied with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of many.
2.1. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own development control committee
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of the planning inspectorate
2.3. It disregards the repeated objections of the parish council
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site who have spent many thousands on
security to minimize the number of break ins and vandalism from children residing on the site
2.5 The site lies within a few metres of a Ministry Of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison,
AVDC have not consulted with these parties or the Military or Civil Police, and the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. I fail to see how a plan could be legally compliant that is in flagrant disregard of the development control committee
member (elected Councilor's) repeated decision; it suggests that AVDC are making policy not its councilors.
4. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveler sites it has previously refused permission to is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site, they have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it and enforcement have been unable to influence this. The authors have not
commented on the major reason for prior refusals, its dominant and unnatural effect on the open country side. On this
basis its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. The VALP state the site is for 13 plots whilst the Authors have unfettered knowledge that is divided into 20 plots; I
see the naming of 13 sites as a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector on compliance with the size recommendation
within National Policy for gypsy and traveler sites. The authors have publically acknowledged non- compliance and
defended it on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1. The site does not meet the defined
criteria.
a. It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools,
healthcare and public transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing
sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on
highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living
on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open
countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision
green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the
size and density of the local settled community, and does not dominate the nearest settled
community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by
environmental hazards that may effect residents health or welfare
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and
sewerage disposal facilities
h. Sites should remain small in scale - no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site

Summary:

Object to S6 and inclusion of Oakview Park, Boarstall as a allocation. Permanent permission has been refused on this
site numerous times, the views of the development control committee, PINs, Parish Council and locals have been
ignored. There is a oversupply of sites in the vicinity. Its close to the MOD site and prison, other sites have been
objected to by them. The site has a dominant and unnatural impact on the open countryside. There are 20 plots on site,
not 13. Doesn't meet the criteria.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
MacTavish, Janet-Marie 30930.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Pierse Odell) [31962]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district the allocation of this site is ill conceived and
therefore not sound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5 mile
radius, not only within AVDC but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. I fail to see how the plan has complied with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of many.
2.1. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own development control committee
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of the planning inspectorate
2.3. It disregards the repeated objections of the parish council
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site who have spent many thousands on
security to minimize the number of break ins and vandalism from children residing on the site
2.5 The site lies within a few metres of a Ministry Of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison,
AVDC have not consulted with these parties or the Military or Civil Police, and the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. I fail to see how a plan could be legally compliant that is in flagrant disregard of the development control committee
member (elected Councilor's) repeated decision; it suggests that AVDC are making policy not its councilors.
4. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveler sites it has previously refused permission to is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site, they have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it and enforcement have been unable to influence this. The authors have not
commented on the major reason for prior refusals, its dominant and unnatural effect on the open country side. On this
basis its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. The VALP state the site is for 13 plots whilst the Authors have unfettered knowledge that is divided into 20 plots; I
see the naming of 13 sites as a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector on compliance with the size recommendation
within National Policy for gypsy and traveler sites. The authors have publically acknowledged non- compliance and
defended it on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1. The site does not meet the defined
criteria.
a. It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools,
healthcare and public transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing
sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on
highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living
on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open
countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision
green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the
size and density of the local settled community, and does not dominate the nearest settled
community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by
environmental hazards that may effect residents health or welfare
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and
sewerage disposal facilities
h. Sites should remain small in scale - no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site

Summary:

Object to S6 and inclusion of Oakview Park, Boarstall as a allocation. Permanent permission has been refused on this
site numerous times, the views of the development control committee, PINs, Parish Council and locals have been
ignored. There is a oversupply of sites in the vicinity. Its close to the MOD site and prison, other sites have been
objected to by them. The site has a dominant and unnatural impact on the open countryside. There are 20 plots on site,
not 13. Doesn't meet the criteria.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Odell, Pierse 31962.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision

Respondent: Piddington Parish Council (Anne Davies) [31771]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

Piddington Parish Council wishes to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposal to include a gypsy/travellers
site at Boarstall into the AVDC Local Plan.The proposal constitutes development within the open countryside, which
would be an intrusive feature detracting from, and to the detriment of, the character and appearance of the area, and is
contrary to all sustainable development criteria.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Davies, Anne 31771, Piddington Parish Council 27512 - AVDC OBJECTION.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision

Respondent: Leafgrove Ltd (Mr James D. Stallard) [31985]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP (Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan)
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district, the allocation of this site is ill-conceived and
therefore not sound.
1. The VALP is Unsound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5-mile
radius, not only within AVDC, but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. Duty to Co-operate
2.1. The VALP fails to comply with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including the
consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own Development Control Committee.
2.3. It disregards the repeated decisions of the Planning Inspectorate.
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections of the Parish Council.
2.5. It disregards repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site, who have spent many thousands of
pounds on additional security measures to minimise the quantity and impact of break-ins and vandalism proven to be
perpetrated by the occupants of the site.
2.6. The site lies within a few meters of a Ministry of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison.
AVDC have not consulted with these parties, or the Military or Civil Police, or the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. Legally Compliant Local Plan
3.1. The VALP fails to be legally compliant while it remains in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the
Planning Inspectorate and the Development Control Committee; the latter being made up of elected Councilors. This
suggests that employees of AVDC are making policy, not our elected Councilors. This is fundamentally overrides the
remit of the elected Councilors.
4. Positively Prepared Local Plan
4.1. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveller sites it has previously refused permission for, is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis, the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Justified or Effective Local Plan
5.1. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site. They have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it, while planning enforcement remains ineffectual.
5.2. The authors of the local plan have failed to comment on the major reason for prior refusals; its dominant and
unnatural effect on the open countryside. On this basis, its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. Consistent with National Policy
6.1. The VALP states that the site is for 13 plots. However, the Authors have known since 2005 that the site is actually
divided into 20 plots; The assignment of 13 plots is a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector into believing that the site
is in compliance with the VALP itself, and National Policy for Gypsy and Traveller sites (refer here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/Final_planning_and_travellers_po
licy.pdf)
6.2. The authors have publicly acknowledged non-compliance with local and national policy, and attempted to defend it
on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1.
The site does not even meet the criteria stated in the VALP itself:
a. It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools, healthcare and public
transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living
on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an [sic] significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open
countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and
green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the
size and density of the local settled community, and does not dominate the nearest settled
community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by
environmental hazards that may effect [sic] residents [sic] health or welfare
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and
sewerage disposal facilities
h. Sites should remain small in scale - no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site

Summary:

VALP fails all of the necessary criteria for inclusion:
1. The site does not have planning permission and has been previously judged as unsuitable
2. is not legally compliant.
a. is in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the Planning Inspectorate and the Development Control
Committee.
3. does not comply with the duty to co-operate.
a. disregards the views of all the stakeholders
4. The VALP is not sound on the grounds that it;
Is not positively prepared, (section 4)
Is not justified, (section 5)
Is not effective, (section 5)
Is not consistent with National Policy, (section 6)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

1. The inclusion of this site in the VALP should be immediately withdrawn.
2. A condition must be placed on acceptance of the revised VALP such that;
a. An alternative, appropriate site is identified and secured by AVDC within a timescale defined by the Planning
Inspectorate with appropriate penalties for continued failure.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Stallard, James D. 31985, Leafgrove Ltd 31984 - LGL response to VALP December 2017.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Mr James D. Stallard [31986]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP (Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan)
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district, the allocation of this site is ill-conceived and
therefore not sound.
1. The VALP is Unsound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5-mile
radius, not only within AVDC, but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. Duty to Co-operate
2.1. The VALP fails to comply with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including the
consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own Development Control Committee.
2.3. It disregards the repeated decisions of the Planning Inspectorate.
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections of the Parish Council.
2.5. It disregards repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site, who have spent many thousands of
pounds on additional security measures to minimise the quantity and impact of break-ins and vandalism proven to be
perpetrated by the occupants of the site.
2.6. The site lies within a few meters of a Ministry of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison.
AVDC have not consulted with these parties, or the Military or Civil Police, or the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. Legally Compliant Local Plan
3.1. The VALP fails to be legally compliant while it remains in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the
Planning Inspectorate and the Development Control Committee; the latter being made up of elected Councilors. This
suggests that employees of AVDC are making policy, not our elected Councilors. This is fundamentally overrides the
remit of the elected Councilors.
4. Positively Prepared Local Plan
4.1. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveller sites it has previously refused permission for, is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis, the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Justified or Effective Local Plan
5.1. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site. They have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it, while planning enforcement remains ineffectual.
5.2. The authors of the local plan have failed to comment on the major reason for prior refusals; its dominant and
unnatural effect on the open countryside. On this basis, its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. Consistent with National Policy
6.1. The VALP states that the site is for 13 plots. However, the Authors have known since 2005 that the site is actually
divided into 20 plots; The assignment of 13 plots is a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector into believing that the site
is in compliance with the VALP itself, and National Policy for Gypsy and Traveller sites (refer here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/Final_planning_and_travellers_po
licy.pdf)
6.2. The authors have publicly acknowledged non-compliance with local and national policy, and attempted to defend it
on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1.
The site does not even meet the criteria stated in the VALP itself:
a. It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools, healthcare and public
transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing
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sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living
on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an [sic] significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open
countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and
green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the
size and density of the local settled community, and does not dominate the nearest settled
community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by
environmental hazards that may effect [sic] residents [sic] health or welfare
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and
sewerage disposal facilities
h. Sites should remain small in scale - no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site

Summary:

1. The site does not have planning permission and has been previously judged as unsuitable on numerous occasions.
a. The VALP is in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the Planning Inspectorate and the Development
Control Committee.
a. The VALP disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including local residents, local councilors, the Ministry of
Defence, Bullingdon Prison, the consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.

Change to Plan

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically Table 4. Oaksview Park,
Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
A condition must be placed on acceptance of the revised VALP such that;
An alternative, appropriate site is identified and secured by AVDC within a timescale defined by the Planning
Inspectorate with appropriate penalties for continued failure.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
458redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Unknown (Mrs Kelly Stallard) [32043]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP (Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan)
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district, the allocation of this site is ill-conceived and
therefore not sound.
1. The VALP is Unsound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5-mile
radius, not only within AVDC, but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. Duty to Co-operate
2.1. The VALP fails to comply with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including the
consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own Development Control Committee.
2.3. It disregards the repeated decisions of the Planning Inspectorate.
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections of the Parish Council.
2.5. It disregards repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site, who have spent many thousands of
pounds on additional security measures to minimise the quantity and impact of break-ins and vandalism proven to be
perpetrated by the occupants of the site.
2.6. The site lies within a few meters of a Ministry of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison.
AVDC have not consulted with these parties, or the Military or Civil Police, or the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. Legally Compliant Local Plan
3.1. The VALP fails to be legally compliant while it remains in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the
Planning Inspectorate and the Development Control Committee; the latter being made up of elected Councilors. This
suggests that employees of AVDC are making policy, not our elected Councilors. This is fundamentally overrides the
remit of the elected Councilors.
4. Positively Prepared Local Plan
4.1. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveller sites it has previously refused permission for, is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis, the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Justified or Effective Local Plan
5.1. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site. They have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it, while planning enforcement remains ineffectual.
5.2. The authors of the local plan have failed to comment on the major reason for prior refusals; its dominant and
unnatural effect on the open countryside. On this basis, its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. Consistent with National Policy
6.1. The VALP states that the site is for 13 plots. However, the Authors have known since 2005 that the site is actually
divided into 20 plots; The assignment of 13 plots is a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector into believing that the site
is in compliance with the VALP itself, and National Policy for Gypsy and Traveller sites (refer here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/Final_planning_and_travellers_po
licy.pdf)
6.2. The authors have publicly acknowledged non-compliance with local and national policy, and attempted to defend it
on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1.
The site does not even meet the criteria stated in the VALP itself:
a. It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools, healthcare and public
transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing
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sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living
on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an [sic] significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open
countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and
green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the
size and density of the local settled community, and does not dominate the nearest settled
community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by
environmental hazards that may effect [sic] residents [sic] health or welfare
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and
sewerage disposal facilities
h. Sites should remain small in scale - no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
The proposed provision for Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people, described in section 6, table 4 (Oaksview Park,
Boarstall) of the VALP fails all of the necessary criteria for inclusion:
1. The site does not have planning permission and has been previously judged as unsuitable on numerous occasions.
2. The VALP is not legally compliant.
a. The VALP is in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the Planning Inspectorate and the Development
Control Committee.
3. The VALP does not comply with the duty to co-operate.
a. The VALP disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including local residents, local councilors, the Ministry of
Defence, Bullingdon Prison, the consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.
4. The VALP is not sound on the grounds that it;
a. Is not positively prepared, refer section 4;
b. Is not justified, refer section 5;
c. Is not effective, refer section 5;
d. Is not consistent with National Policy, refer section 6.
Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound/legally compliant:
1. The inclusion of this site in the VALP should be immediately withdrawn.
2. A condition must be placed on acceptance of the revised VALP such that;
a. An alternative, appropriate site is identified and secured by AVDC within a timescale defined by the Planning
Inspectorate with appropriate penalties for continued failure.

Summary:

The proposed allocation of Oaksview Park, Boarstall fails all of the necessary criteria for inclusion:
1. The site does not have planning permission and has been previously judged as unsuitable on numerous occasions.
2. The VALP is not legally compliant.
a. The VALP is in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the Planning Inspectorate and the Development
Control Committee.
3. The VALP does not comply with the duty to co-operate.
a. The VALP disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including local residents, local councilors, the Ministry of
Defence, Bullingdon Prison, the consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.
4. The VALP is not sound on the grounds that it;
a. Is not positively prepared, refer section 4;
b. Is not justified, refer section 5;
c. Is not effective, refer section 5;
d. Is not consistent with National Policy, refer section 6.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1. The inclusion of this site in the VALP should be immediately withdrawn.
2. A condition must be placed on acceptance of the revised VALP such that;
a. An alternative, appropriate site is identified and secured by AVDC within a timescale defined by the Planning
Inspectorate with appropriate penalties for continued failure.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Stallard, Kelly 32043.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Mr Lawrence Odell [32367]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP (Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan)
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district, the allocation of this site is ill-conceived and
therefore not sound.
1. The VALP is Unsound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5-mile
radius, not only within AVDC, but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. Duty to Co-operate
2.1. The VALP fails to comply with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including the
consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own Development Control Committee.
2.3. It disregards the repeated decisions of the Planning Inspectorate.
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections of the Parish Council.
2.5. It disregards repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site, who have spent many thousands of
pounds on additional security measures to minimise the quantity and impact of break-ins and vandalism proven to be
perpetrated by the occupants of the site.
2.6. The site lies within a few meters of a Ministry of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison.
AVDC have not consulted with these parties, or the Military or Civil Police, or the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. Legally Compliant Local Plan
3.1. The VALP fails to be legally compliant while it remains in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the
Planning Inspectorate and the Development Control Committee; the latter being made up of elected Councilors. This
suggests that employees of AVDC are making policy, not our elected Councilors. This is fundamentally overrides the
remit of the elected Councilors.
4. Positively Prepared Local Plan
4.1. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveller sites it has previously refused permission for, is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis, the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Justified or Effective Local Plan
5.1. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site. They have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it, while planning enforcement remains ineffectual.
5.2. The authors of the local plan have failed to comment on the major reason for prior refusals; its dominant and
unnatural effect on the open countryside. On this basis, its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. Consistent with National Policy
6.1. The VALP states that the site is for 13 plots. However, the Authors have known since 2005 that the site is actually
divided into 20 plots; The assignment of 13 plots is a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector into believing that the site
is in compliance with the VALP itself, and National Policy for Gypsy and Traveller sites (refer here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/Final_planning_and_travellers_po
licy.pdf)
6.2. The authors have publicly acknowledged non-compliance with local and national policy, and attempted to defend it
on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1.
The site does not even meet the criteria stated in the VALP itself:
a. It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools, healthcare and public
transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 733 - 32367 - S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople provision - i, ii, iii, iv

733

Object

3. Strategic

S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision
sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living
on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an [sic] significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open
countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and
green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the
size and density of the local settled community, and does not dominate the nearest settled
community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by
environmental hazards that may effect [sic] residents [sic] health or welfare
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and
sewerage disposal facilities
h. Sites should remain small in scale - no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site

Summary:

Object to S6 and inclusion of Oakview Park, Boarstall as a allocation. Permanent permission has been refused on this
site numerous times, the views of the development control committee, PINs, Parish Council and locals have been
ignored. There is a oversupply of sites in the vicinity. Its close to the MOD site and prison, other sites have been
objected to by them. The site has a dominant and unnatural impact on the open countryside. There are 20 plots on site,
not 13. Doesn't meet the criteria.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Odell, Lawrence 32367.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Unknown (Sue Rudman) [32130]
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Full Text:

N/A

I believe that S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
It should be noted that the content of my representation is not intended as a comment regarding objection to planning
consent but merely on the inclusion of this site within the VALP (Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan)
Whilst I acknowledge the need for Gypsy and traveler sites in the district, the allocation of this site is ill-conceived and
therefore not sound.
1. The VALP is Unsound
1.1. The site has been occupied for a number of years with temporary or no permission, 5 hearings for planning
permission have been heard by the development control committee, all have overwhelmingly found the site unsuitable
for permanent occupation. The inspectorate has heard two appeals for the site and again found it as unsuitable for
anything but a temporary site until AVDC located a suitable site.
1.2. The plan has identified this site with no reference to the significant number of alternative sites within a 5-mile
radius, not only within AVDC, but also the Cherwell district. This oversupply in the vicinity has been demonstrated by
this sites under occupancy over the years; to the extent that the owners were sub-letting plots to eastern European
economic migrants.
1.3. The site has been refused planning permission on so many occasions in the past why do the authors presume it
will be awarded permission in the future?
2. Duty to Co-operate
2.1. The VALP fails to comply with the duty to cooperate as it disregards the views of all the stakeholders, including the
consultants and other subject matter experts advising AVDC.
2.2. It disregards the repeated decisions of its own Development Control Committee.
2.3. It disregards the repeated decisions of the Planning Inspectorate.
2.4. It disregards the repeated objections of the Parish Council.
2.5. It disregards repeated objections from the residents adjacent to the site, who have spent many thousands of
pounds on additional security measures to minimise the quantity and impact of break-ins and vandalism proven to be
perpetrated by the occupants of the site.
2.6. The site lies within a few meters of a Ministry of Defence, live munitions training ground and the close to Bullingdon
Prison. The adjacent Cherwell District Council received an application for a site further away from the MOD boundary
than this particular site. Following consultation, permission was refused after objection from the MOD and prison.
AVDC have not consulted with these parties, or the Military or Civil Police, or the adjoining parishes of Arncott, Murcott
and Piddington.
3. Legally Compliant Local Plan
3.1. The VALP fails to be legally compliant while it remains in flagrant disregard of repeated decisions made by the
Planning Inspectorate and the Development Control Committee; the latter being made up of elected Councilors. This
suggests that employees of AVDC are making policy, not our elected Councilors. This is fundamentally overrides the
remit of the elected Councilors.
4. Positively Prepared Local Plan
4.1. The inclusion of this inappropriate site and systemic policy of AVDC over recent years to grant permanent
permission to traveller sites it has previously refused permission for, is a clear indication of its own failure to identify
appropriate sites; on this basis, the plan cannot possibly be considered to be a positively prepared policy.
5. Justified or Effective Local Plan
5.1. Given the development control committee and inspectorates decisions, the authors of this plan have attempted to
now justify the site on the basis of greater regulation of the site. They have done this in full knowledge that the site has
flouted conditions imposed upon it, while planning enforcement remains ineffectual.
5.2. The authors of the local plan have failed to comment on the major reason for prior refusals; its dominant and
unnatural effect on the open countryside. On this basis, its inclusion cannot be considered as justified or effective.
6. Consistent with National Policy
6.1. The VALP states that the site is for 13 plots. However, the Authors have known since 2005 that the site is actually
divided into 20 plots; The assignment of 13 plots is a clear attempt to mislead the Inspector into believing that the site
is in compliance with the VALP itself, and National Policy for Gypsy and Traveller sites (refer here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/Final_planning_and_travellers_po
licy.pdf)
6.2. The authors have publicly acknowledged non-compliance with local and national policy, and attempted to defend it
on the basis of it being the most appropriate "identified" site, i.e. 1 of 1.

Summary:

Change to Plan

S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
S6. Gypsy, traveler and travelling show people provision and more specifically
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Table 4. Oaksview Park, Boarstall. to be unsound as indicated above, and therefore should be removed from the plan.
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision

Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We welcome the absence of any site allocations for this purpose on land adjoining our Parish. There are already a
number of pitches in this remote, small area and this is considered to be sufficient, without undermining any further the
openness of the gap between the villages of our Parish and the new Garden Town, within which they lie, or increasing
the demand for local services that are absent in our rural area.

Summary:

We welcome the absence of any site allocations for this purpose on land adjoining our Parish. There are already a
number of pitches in this remote, small area and this is considered to be sufficient, without undermining any further the
openness of the gap between the villages of our Parish and the new Garden Town, within which they lie, or increasing
the demand for local services that are absent in our rural area.
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Respondent: Arncott Parish Council (Anne Davies) [31973]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

From email sent 2/12/17: Arncott Parish Council objects strongly to the proposal in the AVLP to
site a permanent gypsy and traveller site within a few hundred metres
of Arncott Village. While Arncott is classified as a category A
village within the CDC Local Plan, planners have acknowledged that it
does not have the facilities which would normally be expected of a
village of this category - it has a pub and a shop, but no school and
the nearest doctor's surgery open on a regular basis is in Bicester.
The Village has a limited and irregular bus service, and expects bus
users to leave the bus while it goes into St George's Barracks and
wait in Arncott for some 20 minutes until it resumes its journey.
A site in this location therefore is not sustainable other than in a
private car.
From emailed response form 13/12/17:
With reference to the proposed submission of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013 - 2033 dated November 2017,
policy S6, page 51, table 4.
Whilst Arncott Parish Council acknowledge the national need to provide suitable sites for the Gypsy and Traveller
communities, it disagrees with and is strongly opposed to the proposed inclusion in the local plan document of
Oaksview Park, Boarstall being considered as an appropriate and sustainable site for the possible permanent
residence of Gypsies, Travellers and / or Travelling Showpeople.
Oaksview Park is an isolated site located in a prominent position in open countryside. The site overlooks local
residential properties and its presence and size is not in keeping with the appearance and character of that open and
rural area. Page 51, table 4 in the proposed plan indicates the potential number of pitches to be allocated as thirteen.
Previous planning applications and submitted site plans will show the number of pitches as nineteen. The site can
hardly be considered as small scale.
The site has very poor sustainability. It does not have ready access to local schools, public transport, health centres,
shops, other services or facilities. Arncott is the nearest village to the site and is approximately 1/2 - ¾ mile distant.
There are no footpaths from the site into the village. The site does not have a public transport service.
Although Arncott village is classified as a category 'A' village within the CDC Local Plan, the planners acknowledge that
the village does not have the facilities that a category 'A' village would be expected to have. Arncott has a limited bus
service, a public house, a small hotel and a shop. The nearest school is in the village of Ambrosden. The nearest
health centre that is open on a regular basis is in Bicester.
The Oaksview Park site has been unlawfully occupied since June 2004. Since that time several applications for
planning permission have been submitted together with the many associated documents. All of the applications and
associated documents have been considered at length by AVDC planning control. With the exception of temporary
permission being granted in 2009 for a period of three years, all other applications have been refused - the latest
refusal being AVDC document 16/03442/APP dated 31st August 2017.
AVDC's own planning control department have consistently refused to grant planning permission to the site for each
application and the reasons for each refusal are typically the same.

Summary:

Object to the allocation of Oaksview Park, Boarstall. It is a isolated site in a prominent position in open countryside. It
overlooks residential properties and size is not in keeping with the appearance and character of that open and rural
area. There are 19 pitches on the site plan, not 13. It has poor access to services, Arncott is nearest village, there are
no footpaths or public transport and Arncott only has limited facilities.
The Oaksview Park site has been unlawfully occupied since June 2004. Several applications have been made, all
being refused except for temporary permission in 2009.
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provision

Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we note the intention to allocate additional pitches for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. According to our
records, none of the proposed sites would be likely to affect any designated heritage assets.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Boarstall - Traveller site
This site does not appear to have a sewage connection. The according to geological
maps of the area, the underling strata is also is likely to be relatively low permeability,
as such it is not clear if there are options for disposal of foul waters to ground. We
expect the groundwater aquifers to be protected from pollution.

Change to Plan
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It is not clear if there are options for disposal of foul waters to ground. We
expect the groundwater aquifers to be protected from pollution.
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Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

1. Policy S6 of the Local Plan establishes a requirement for 84 (net) additional pitches for travelling or unknown
Gypsies and Travellers and two (net) additional plots for travelling or unknown Travelling Showpeople.
2. National policy in the NPPF is clear at paragraph 4 that in terms of providing for the needs of Gypsy's and Travellers
that 'This Framework should be read in conjunction with the Government's planning policy for traveller sites'. And at
Footnote 34 that 'The Planning Policy for traveller sites sets out how travellers' accommodation needs should be
assessed'.
3. The Government's definition of Gypsy's and Travellers is contained within its document 'Planning Policy for Traveller
Sites' (PPTS) (August 2015). As referenced in the supporting text to Policy S6, the Government definition of Gypsy's
and Travellers was amended within this document to specifically exclude 'Persons...who have ceased to travel
permanently'. The PPTS definition must therefore be the starting point for assessing the need for additional Gypsy and
Traveller pitches within the District.
4. ORS were commissioned to produce the Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe 'Gypsy Traveller
Accommodation Assessment' (GTAA) in order to provide a robust assessment of current and future need for Gypsy,
traveller and Travelling Showpeople accommodation within those authorities. The GTAA outlines that of those
interviewed for the study, 4 Gypsy and Traveller households met the most up to date planning definition within
Aylesbury Vale and on that basis, there is a need for just 8 additional Gypsy and Traveller pitches within the District.
5. A further 20 households did not meet the planning definition, whilst the status of a further 87 is unknown, either
because they refused to be interviewed or could not be contacted. There were no identified Travelling Showpeople.
6. The GTAA confirms at paragraph 7.28 that if all of the unknown households were to meet the planning definition,
additional need could rise by a further 76 pitches. However, the GTAA also outlines that ORS data has been collected
nationally from over 1,800 household interviews since the changes to the PPTS were introduced in 2015. This data
confirms that of those interviewed approximately 10% of households met the correct planning definition of Gypsy's and
Travellers, whilst in some local authorities (most notably in London), that percentage falls to zero.
7. On that basis it is concluded in the GTAA at Paragraph 7.27 that only a small proportion of the unknown households
will require new pitches when it states that:
''This would suggest that it is likely that only a small proportion of the potential need identified from these households
will need new Gypsy and Traveller pitches, and that the needs of the majority will need to be addressed through other
means' (emphasis added).
8. The GTAA discusses further the treatment of unknown households at Paragraph 1.9 when it states that:
''Councils will need to carefully consider how to address the needs associated with unknown Travellers as it is unlikely
that all of this need will need to be addressed through the provision of conditioned Gypsy or Traveller pitches. In terms
of Local Plan policies the Councils could consider the use of a specific site allocation/protection policy for those
households that do meet the planning definition, together with a criteria-based policy (as suggested in PPTS) for any
unknown households that do provide evidence that they meet the planning definition'' (emphasis added).
9. And further at paragraph 1.22 that:
'Only the need from those households who meet the planning definition and from those of the unknown households
who subsequently demonstrate that they meet it should be considered as need arising from the GTAA' (emphasis
added).
10. The Council's approach to the provision of Gypsy and Traveller pitches is outlined in the supporting text and at
Table 4, which identifies a total of 69 additional pitches for Gypsy's and Travellers. Table 6 identifies 2 additional
pitches for Travelling Showpeople. It suggests that the proposed allocations will meet the needs for all of the
'unknowns' for the first 10 years of the Plan period. A further 8 pitches are planned for later in the Plan period so that in
total 76 additional pitches would be provided - sufficient to meet in full the maximum possible requirement for 'unknown'
households. We fundamentally object to this approach which is contrary to the Council's own evidence base in the form
of the GTAA and the NPPF.
11. Based on its own evidence base, the Council has incorrectly and unnecessarily sought to over-provide Gypsy and
Traveller pitches to meet the needs of all 'unknown' households. Instead the Council should plan for no more than the 8
pitches known to be required by those meeting the Government's own definition of Gypsy's Travellers and for those
'unknown' households that subsequently demonstrate that they meet the definition. ORS evidence suggests that this is
likely to be around 10%. This would result in a further 8 pitches for Gypsy's and Travellers and only 1 for Travelling
Showpeople, i.e. 17 additional pitches in total.
12. In terms of providing additional pitches, paragraph 1.8 of the GTAA suggests that:
''The need arising from households that meet the planning definition should be addressed through site
allocation/intensification/expansion policies. Consideration will also need to be given to the allocation of pitches on
public sites''.
13. Table 4 shows clearly that the true number of additional pitches could comfortably be accommodated by expanding
or intensifying provision on a small number of existing sites. Policy D10 outlines a range of criteria that Gypsy and
Traveller sites should meet, including safe and convenient vehicular access (criterion b.) access to services (criterion
g.) and a maximum of size of 15 pitches (criterion h.) A number of the existing sites identified at Table 4 could be
expanded without exceeding the maximum suggested figure of 15 pitches and furthermore, it is clear that the
consented sites already comply with the remaining criteria at Policy D10 including access to services etc.
4
Changes Sought
14. Amend Policy S6 to accurately reflect the Council's won evidence base, making it clear that no more than 16
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S6 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
provision
pitches for Gypsy's and Travellers and 1 for Travelling Showpeople will be allocated within the Plan. The Council's
strategy for the provision of this significantly reduced number of pitches should be to provide them on expanded /
intensified existing sites which already meet the locational requirements of Policy D10.

Summary:

In addition to defined Gypsy's and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople, the policy seeks to provide additional pitches
for all 'unknown households' i.e all of those where it is unknown whether the occupants meet the planning definition of
Gypsy's and Travellers or Travelling Showpeople. This is contrary to the Council's own evidence base and national
policy.

Change to Plan

Amend Policy S6 to accurately reflect the Council's won evidence base, making it clear that no more than 16 pitches
for Gypsy's and Travellers and 1 for Travelling Showpeople will be allocated within the Plan. The Council's strategy for
the provision of this significantly reduced number of pitches should be to provide them on expanded / intensified
existing sites which already meet the locational requirements of Policy D10.
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S7 Previously developed land

Respondent: Mr Terry Benwell [30693]
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Full Text:

N/A

Clause S7 is in conflict with NPPF, there being no qualifications as laid down in S7. Previously developed land as
stated in the NPPF must be therefore sustainable by definition, the comments in S7 are superfluous and give rise to
ambiguity. There is no reference in the NPPF under Previously Developed Land to SUSTAINABLE LAND OR SITE
SPECIFIC LOCATIONS.
This section seeks to limit the use of Previously Developed Land by introducing restrictive and prescriptive wording,
that can be interpreted to givie a negative response to the suitability of a site, therefore conflicting with the spirit and
ethic of the NPPF.

Summary:

There can be no consistency in site selection using the wording in S7, because the ambiguity can give rise to a
subjective interpretation of previously developed land, this is not the intention of the NPPF. Also the word
SUSTAINABLE is not used in the NPPF.

Change to Plan

It is recommended the definition as stated in the National Planning Policy Framework is adopted without qualification.
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

Full Text:

Policy S7 Whaddon PC Support.

Summary:

Policy S7 Whaddon PC Support.
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Respondent: AB Planning & Development Ltd (Mr Andrew
Bateson) [28847]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The general support offered towards redevelopment of previously developed (brownfield) land, which is broadly
consistent with national guidance, is overly constrained by caveats within the policy that could be used later to attempt
to thwart development. To some degree, the suggested caveats to brownfield land redevelopment is already reflected
in a plan that is currently highly reliant on greenfield site developments in order to accommodate new needs.

Summary:

The general support offered towards redevelopment of previously developed (brownfield) land, which is broadly
consistent with national guidance, is overly constrained by caveats within the policy that could be used later to attempt
to thwart development. To some degree, the suggested caveats to brownfield land redevelopment is already reflected
in a plan that is currently highly reliant on greenfield site developments in order to accommodate new needs.

Change to Plan

The policy's general support for brownfield site redevelopment could be enhanced if specific previously developed sites
could be identified within the Plan and given support for some level of development, in accordance with all other
relevant Local Plan policies.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 901 - 29325 - S7 Previously developed land - None

901

Support

3. Strategic

S7 Previously developed land

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the policy which encourages the re-use of previously developed land in
sustainable locations

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the policy which encourages the re-use of previously developed land in
sustainable locations
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Respondent: Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait
[32293]

Agent:

WYG (Sarah Butterfield) [29893]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Version of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, made on
behalf of Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait.

Summary:

Objection is raised to Draft Policy S7 as it goes beyond the scope of national policy and
is therefore not consistent with the national policy.

Change to Plan

The draft Policy should be amended to remove the additional and unjustified requirement that
the re-use of previously developed land should also demonstrate a 'sustainable location'. The
reference to 'local character' should also be deleted, other policies exist to test the impact of
development.
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Support this policy, however note that Policy S1 (d) seeks to prioritise brownfield land and is not consistent with this
policy.
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Respondent: Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited [32283]

Agent:

Full Text:

GL Hearn (Mr David Maxwell) [29613]

On behalf of our client, Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited, please see attached representations duly made towards the
Reg. 19 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
Full text where it has been summarised:
Para 1.14
Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of the policy approach of new employment need being met by new allocations to
meet forecast need. However, it is apparent that Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs.
The Council is failing to provied an effective planning policy framework by retaining areas of previous employment land
at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate which are no longer suitable, viable or deliverable for
employment purposes. The Gatehouse Industrial Estate has already been subject to incremental and
piecemeal redevelopment for alternative land uses, notably for residential at Brook Mews, and residential
being brought forward at Alton House. The character and form of development at the Gatehouse Industrial
Estate has already chaged such that land between Alton House and Brook Mews should be released for
residential and mixed use development.
The Council's approach in retaining the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate as a key employment site
is inconsistent with the NPPF paragraph 22 which seeks to prevent the long term retention of employment land where
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for that purpose. In these circumstances Planning Auithorities
should review the potential for allocation the land for alternative land uses, including for residential.
The Council's evidence base relating to the Gatehouse Industrial Estate is out-of-date and should be reviewed to take
account of existing and permitted residential development locally.
Para 3.78-3.80
Paragraph 3.80 of the VALP emphasises the considerable difficulty of potential large scale allocations being
brought forward speedily to meet immediate and short term (5 year) housing land supply requirements. Whilst
large scale urban extensions or a new settlement would prove a strong solution to medium and longer term
housing delivery, it is clear that a step change is required to increase the short term supply and delivery.
Aviva remain concerned that existing employment sites, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at
Gatehouse Close, Aylesbury, have not been adequately assessed to consider the potential for existing
employment land to be releasd in the shorter term to realise and deliver much needed new housing.
Specifically, further consideration must be given to the current and future difficulties associated with HELAA
site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse Close being successful or viable for employment purposes. HELAA
site AYL078 would be able to deliver approximately 300 dwellings, reducing the need for release of
greenfield land for a similar quantum of housing.
Table 9 and para 6.6:
Aviva object to the HELAA site ref. AYL078 forming part of the key employment site known as the Gatehouse
Industrial Area. Whilst HELAA site ref. AYL0788 is currently in partial use, the only realistic long term use of the
site is for residential development. There is very limited demand for the existing types of units on the site, and the
site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles means that the re-use or redevelopment
for employment is not viable. Although the site presently has some very short term tenants the only realistic long
term use of the site would be residential development.
In addition, it is submitted that paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 are overly protective of employment land, paricularly of
employment land such as that at HELAA site AYL078 which is clearly suitable for alternative more appropriate
land uses. Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that:
"Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose"...and..."land allocations should be regularly reviewed".
The NPPF goes on to say in the same paragraph that "where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities".
The NPPF also state that: "To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively
to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century".
It is submitted that AVDC should continue to release some greenfield land sites for mixed use development that
consists of residential and employment space. The strategic greenfield sites would allow for the employment sites
to be located in areas that are accessible and sustainable and allow the facilitation of the of the growth of the
Aylesbury Vale economy. Research and development, manufacturing and distribution have all traditionally been
located on the edge of settlements as they benefit from better connectivity.
Given the committed investment projects of East West Rail and HS2 and the larger strategic housing sites, it is
likely that Aylesbury will benefit from improved connectivity by 2033. This therefore means that previously
allocated land for employment that was once 'out of town' (such as land at HELAA site ref. AYL 078 Gatehouse
Industrial Estate) will be situated in an urban hinterland due to settlement expansion, rendering the employment
sites surplus to modern day requirements.
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In the case of HELAA site ref. AYL078 it is submitted by Aviva that there is very limited demand for the type of
units on the site, and the site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles, means that re-use or
redevelopment is not viable as a continuation of 'B' uses.
In conclusion, it is submitted that either the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should no longer be identified as a key
employment site, or alternatively the HELAA site ref. AYL078 should be excluded from identification in the Local
Plan proposals map as no longer forming part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate as a key employment site.
S2 and table 1:
Policy S2 is supported in terms of identifying an approach to delivery of land for housing and employment growth
and development, including to meet some of the needs of adjoining highly constrained districts including
Wycombe and Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Nevertheless, the approach of releasing large greenfield sites for residential development to meet the needs of
Aylesbury and adjoining authorities is not justified, effective or consistent with National Policy where there is
significant previously developed land available that can deliver new homes at sustainable locations.
Aylesbury District is seeking to retain historic/ existing employment land for employment purposes where there is
no realistic or viable prospect of the land contributing towards employment development throughout the Plan
period.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should be reviewed in light of current and permitted residential
developments at Brook Mews and Alton House and in light of the long term and persistent vacancies and
poor take up of employment land and premises.
Aylesbury Vale has not recently reviewed the ability for the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate to contrbute
towards employment development, and it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF land
east of the residential scheme at Alton House should be allocated for an alternative and more suitable land use
i.e. a logical and sustainable form of residential linking Alton House, with Brook Mews.
S7:
Poliy S7 is supported by Aviva. Policy S7 appropriately expects efficient and effective use of land and
encourages reuse of previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations. Nevertheless, Policy S7
should be strengthened to confirm that Aylesbury Vale will encourage efficient and effective use of land, in
sustainable locations and subject to specific site considerations, ahead of release of greenfield or Green Belt
land.
Policy S7 should also be strengthened to set out how Aylesbury Vale intends to apply the emerging
requirements from the government for Council's to prepare brownfield land registers.
Paragraph 3.67 only makes reference to the emerging brownfield land register initiative. Aviva submit that
Aylesbury Vale should set out within paragrph 3.81 and policy S7 strong support for the principles of
brownfield land. Indeed, it is recommended that Aylesbury Vale should provide confirmation that a brownfield
land register will be prepared by the Council, to be informed by detailed and fresh assessment of suitable,
available and deliverable previosuly developed land, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse
Close, Aylesbury.
Policy maps for Aylesbury:
Aviva object to the potential housing allocations VALP policy map inset for Aylesbury, as the map fails to identify
HELAA site ref. AYL078, land at Gatehouse Close as a potential housing allocation. HELAA site ref. AYL078
is located immediately adjacent to, and shares its eastern boundary with the now completed residential
development at Brook Mews, as well as its western boundary with the permitted residenital development at
Alton House. HELAA site ref. AYL078 also shares the same credentials as a highly sustainable location for
residential development, being within walking distance of Aylesbury town centre and railway station, as well as
the range and mix of commnity facilites and servies within and around the town centre.
Summary:

Aylesbury Vale District should provide commitment to preparation of a brownfield land register, to include appropriate
previously developed sites that are suitable, available and deliverable for residential developments.

Change to Plan

Policy S7 should clarify the Council's approach to implementing, reviewing and mainintaing a brownfield land register.
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 3.78_3.80 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

However, ASL do consider that the policy in its current form is to narrow and restrictive
and would request that the Policy is amended with the following revisions identified in
red:
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Respondent: Cerda Planning Limited (Tina Pearsall) [32102]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

16.112 Reps_November 2017
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013-2033
PROPOSED SUBMISSION REPRESENTATIONS
Policy S1
In general, there is no objection to a sustainable development policy being introduced into
the Local Plan. However, where this is to be introduced, it should fairly reflect the provisions
of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF other than where there are specific circumstances which apply
to Aylesbury Vale.
Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the
way in which the tilted balance is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism
does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by which the tilted balance will
engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should
apply where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date.
Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
Policy S2
It is appropriate for the Local Plan to identify the housing requirements over the plan period.
This should be expressed as a minima if it is to be consistent with the NPPF; as drafted Policy
S2 suggests that the housing requirements has a cap or limit.
In any event, objections are lodged to the total 27,400 houses to be delivered in the period
to 2033. This figure does not accurately reflect the full objectively assessed housing needs. It
is to be noted that the previous Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan had to be withdrawn, in part, as
a result of not meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Needs. Consequently, the Council must
do all it can to deliver housing and to boost significantly the supply in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply
policy the purposes of Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution
requirements of the policy.
Policy S3
Our representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, which is fairly identified as a larger
village given the significant range of shops, services and facilities contained within Aston
Clinton as well as the sustainability advantages given that Aston Clinton is only a short
distance from the main town within the administrative boundary of Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, it is unacceptable and the subject of objection that there are no allocated
sites identified for Aston Clinton. It is acknowledged that Aston Clinton has had a series of
completions in the recent past, however the approach taken in the emerging Local Plan
effectively turns its back on Aston Clinton for much of the plan period, extending to 2033,
once the existing commitments are brought forward and completed.
16.112 Reps_November 2017
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability
credentials of Aston Clinton and runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to
deliver significant quantities of development at the larger villages given the important role
that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted by the
PPG.
Policy S7
No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that
as applied it should not be read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to
utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield land. If the policy were to be
applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
Policy H5
As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of
serviced plots for sale to sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the
threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a sliding scale of provision has been
considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy,
broad parameters should be identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers
and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery of self/custom plots.
Policy T7
It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric
vehicle infrastructure. It is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been
identified; in other policies setting a threshold the floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it
relates to 10 or more dwellings.
In any event, electric vehicle infrastructure is expensive and weighs heavily on a cost plan. It
is also the case that there is different infrastructure requirements for different manufactures;
for example BMW charge infrastructure varies significantly from Tesla.
In the circumstances, the policy should identify that passive electric infrastructure should be
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provided which can then converted to active electric vehicle infrastructure dependant on
the owners requirements.
Policy NE8
The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy
seeks to protect best and most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is
to taken into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile
agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a
consequence is unacceptable and the subject of objections.
It is also the case that the NPPF does not require that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural land. Where best and most versatile
land is to be lost, this is to be weighed in the balance but it is 16.112 Reps_November 2017 not necessary for the
benefits of housing to outweigh the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land as a simple two sides of the
equation approach.
Summary:

No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that as applied it should not be
read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield
land. If the policy were to be applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
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Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

Whilst we support the policy's encouragement of re-use of previously developed land (PDL), it needs to be recognised
within the policy that Aylesbury Vale maintains very limited PDL resource and therefore the majority of development will
have to take place on greenfield sites to deliver the identified housing requirement.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Respondent: Wheeldon Estates [32200]

Agent:

Savills (Mr Geraint Jones) [32406]

Full Text:

see attachments

Summary:

The representations set out our support for the recognition of Buckingham as a 'strategic settlement' (Policy S3), the
Council's approach to re-use of previously developed land (Policy S7), and confirm the flexibility in terms of appropriate
uses within town centres (Policy D6). In addition, the representations confirm our broad support for allocation BUC040
in Buckingham, but with the caveat that greater clarity is required regarding the distribution of uses.

Change to Plan

Please see attached representations
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

CSP does not object to this policy, which closely reflects the NPPF's prioritisation of previously developed land.
However, we observe that the VALP's proposed approach to RAF Halton, in terms of retaining the site within the Green
Belt, potentially risks failing to make the most efficient use of that site. As such, the policies for RAF Halton are
ineffective and unjustified, as set out later in this document under the specific allocation policy for that site, and in
accompanying technical appendices.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

whilst we support the principle of the re-use of previously-developed land, occasionally such land or sites can have
historical interest. We therefore welcome the caveat in the policy regarding environmental value, in addition to the
caveat regarding impact on local character, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and
the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The policy is acceptable in principle, subject to the need to develop a suitable
Masterplan for the RAF Halton site.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

We are supportive of Policy S7 and would actively encourage the Council to identify appropriate sites on their
Brownfield Land Register. Policy S7 should be consistent with the proposed allocations in the VALP by prioritising the
redevelopment of previously developed land in line with Policy S1 and Objective 1 of the VALP.
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Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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3.68

It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]
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N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

Overall Buckingham Town Council submits that there has been a lack of engagement with the existing NDPs as well as
failure to acknowledge the emerging NDPs within the District or properly consider their role in providing sustainable
development for the district. There is an inconsistency in the approach throughout VALP which almost guarantees
developer challenges in the future - again slowing down deliverability. The lack of consistent engagement with the
national policy of Neighbourhood Planning demonstrated throughout VALP provides confusion as the overall
Development Plan and thus renders it unsound on deliverability and national policy.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
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Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

Overall Buckingham Town Council submits that there has been a lack of engagement with the existing NDPs as well as
failure to acknowledge the emerging NDPs within the District or properly consider their role in providing sustainable
development for the district. There is an inconsistency in the approach throughout VALP which almost guarantees
developer challenges in the future - again slowing down deliverability. The lack of consistent engagement with the
national policy of Neighbourhood Planning demonstrated throughout VALP provides confusion as the overall
Development Plan and thus renders it unsound on deliverability and national policy.
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]
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Full Text:

It is to be hoped that when a Neighbourhood Plan has been made, that AVDC will take it into account when approving
planning applications etc!

Summary:

It is to be hoped that when a Neighbourhood Plan has been made, that AVDC will take it into account when approving
planning applications etc!
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Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Support is given to the recognition that Neighbourhood Plans should be in general conformity with the strategic polices
of the Local Plan and clearly set out how they will promote sustainable development at the same level or above that
which would be delivered through the Local Plan.

Summary:

Support is given to the recognition that Neighbourhood Plans should be in general conformity with the strategic polices
of the Local Plan and clearly set out how they will promote sustainable development at the same level or above that
which would be delivered through the Local Plan.
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Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Needs to acknowledge and provide a policy framework for communities with Made Neighbourhood Plans to be able to
update them without site allocations being forced on them in this new plan.

Summary:

Needs to acknowledge and provide a policy framework for communities with Made Neighbourhood Plans to be able to
update them without site allocations being forced on them in this new plan.

Change to Plan

Add policy c: Communities with existing Made Neighbourhood Plans will be given (a reasonable period of time, say 2
years) to update their plans to take into account the new housing requirements. If a plan is not made by xxx then the
"provisional" site allocations in this VALP will become allocated.
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Respondent: Stewkley Parish Council (Dr Gill Morgan) [31977]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Stewkley Parish Council foresees a conflict in policies between its drafted Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and this draft
VALP in the consideration of housing mix. Stewkley's draft NP in response to feedback from the parishioners proposes
a housing mix favouring smaller 1, 2 or 3 bedroom homes, fewer 4 bedroom and no 5 bedroom homes. This conflicts
with the HEDNA conclusions and SPC requests that AVDC look favourably upon these NPs when evidence based
policies are proposed that differ to VALP policies.

Summary:

Stewkley Parish Council foresees a conflict in policies between its drafted Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and this draft
VALP in the consideration of housing mix. Stewkley's draft NP in response to feedback from the parishioners proposes
a housing mix favouring smaller 1, 2 or 3 bedroom homes, fewer 4 bedroom and no 5 bedroom homes. This conflicts
with the HEDNA conclusions and SPC requests that AVDC look favourably upon these NPs when evidence based
policies are proposed that differ to VALP policies.

Change to Plan

Wording to embrace variations in NPs if the proposals are evidence based in response to specific local need.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 594 - 30231 - S8 Neighbourhood plans - i, ii

594

Object

3. Strategic

S8 Neighbourhood plans

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy S8 is silent on the strategy for 'Made' Neighbourhood Plans.
We re-iterate that there has been no further consultation with Buckingham residents on the location of additional sites
that lie outside the neighbourhood plan settlement boundary and that might be required for housing. We consider this
unjustified as evidence to support such sites is therefore not 'robust'.
The Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan (BNDP) was overwhelmingly endorsed by the community of
Buckingham and to deviate from it conflicts with statements in paragraph 3.72. The BNDP states that 35% affordable
housing is required on all sites providing 25 dwellings or more (Policy HP5, BNDP) and this conflicts with paragraph 5.5
in the chapter on Housing. VALP must adopt a higher percentage in line with made Neighbourhood Plans

Summary:

Strategy for Made Neighbourhood Plans must be clearer. The Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan
endorses delivery of 35% affordable housing and will conflict with the 25% VALP proposes. VALP should seek a
minimum of 30% affordable housing.

Change to Plan

Changes to the delivery of affordable housing needs to be in line with made neighbourhood plans and other
neighbouring districts.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Buckingham Town Council acknowledges S8 but notes that it pertains only to future NDPs being made after the
adoption of the VALP. Given that it is acknowledged that there is a significant number of NDPs within the district, it was
hoped that there would be more clarity as to the status of the components of the Development Plan overall after
adoption of VALP.

Summary:

Buckingham Town Council acknowledges S8 but notes that it pertains only to future NDPs being made after the
adoption of the VALP. Given that it is acknowledged that there is a significant number of NDPs within the district, it was
hoped that there would be more clarity as to the status of the components of the Development Plan overall after
adoption of VALP.
Officer Note: reassigned from 1.20 to S8 for relevance
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Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy S8 'Neighbourhood Plans': BA supports, especially as it reinforces the need for Neighbourhood Plans to conform
to the VALP strategy and deliver sustainable development at the same level or above that delivered by the VALP.

Summary:

Policy S8 'Neighbourhood Plans': BA supports, especially as it reinforces the need for Neighbourhood Plans to conform
to the VALP strategy and deliver sustainable development at the same level or above that delivered by the VALP.
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Respondent: AB Planning & Development Ltd (Mr Andrew
Bateson) [28847]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

As currently drafted, the policy would enable villages that have strategic development allocations proposed within their
parish boundaries; and which will act as urban extensions of principal settlements but will have little or no relationship
to the villages themselves, to propose few or any new development allocations to meet their own local development
needs. Weston Turville is a particular example, where the Parish Council's draft NP recognises that it does have its
own emerging needs but it plans to rely on Aylesbury's growth and existing commitments to satisfy the need rather than
make its own allocations.

Summary:

As currently drafted, the policy would enable villages that have strategic development allocations proposed within their
parish boundaries; and which will act as urban extensions of principal settlements but will have little or no relationship
to the villages themselves, to propose few or any new development allocations to meet their own local development
needs. Weston Turville is a particular example, where the Parish Council's draft NP recognises that it does have its
own emerging needs but it plans to rely on Aylesbury's growth and existing commitments to satisfy the need rather than
make its own allocations.

Change to Plan

A third criteria should be added to the policy specifying that village Neighbourhood Plans should not be totally reliant
upon any strategic urban extension developments into their Parishes from neighbouring towns in order to address their
own needs. They should be required to make new allocations within or on the edge of their settlement boundaries in
order to address their own needs.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

BTC acknowledges S8 but notes that it pertains only to future NDPs being made after the adoption of the VALP. Given
that it is acknowledged that there is a significant number of NDPs within the district, it was hoped that there would be
more clarity as to the status of the components of the Development Plan overall after adoption of VALP.

Change to Plan

Provide more clarity on existing NDPs
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Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

it is considered that the supporting paragraphs to draft Policy S8 should clarify that the
BNDP does not allocate sufficient housing to meet the District Council's OAHN and that any shortfall
will be addressed through additional allocations within the VALP. Otherwise, it may not be sufficiently
clear from the reading of draft Policy S8 that additional housing is required above the allocations set out within the
'made' BNDP. Indeed, adoption of the VALP would mean that the BNDP was out-of-date
in respect of housing supply and would require revision.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, iv

Attachments:
1530_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1619 - 29523 - S8 Neighbourhood plans - None

1619

Object

3. Strategic

S8 Neighbourhood plans

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Policy doesn't serve much of a purpose as it just summarises the Neighbourhood Planning Basic Conditions.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan was prepared and made prior to this VALP which now proposes to allocate two
further strategic sites including site reg BUC046. The allocation of strategic sites in areas with made neighbourhood
plans is fully supported.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf
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Respondent: DPD Architects (Mr Mark Longworth) [29481]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find appended our consultation response in relation to the Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

Summary:

Policy S8 should be reworded, to ensure Neighbourhood Plans reflect needs as demonstrated in their evidence bases.

Change to Plan

Weston Turville to be reclassified as sustainable Larger Village with good transport connections.
Housing allocation of the settlement of Weston Turville to be significantly increased to reflect local requirements as
outlined in the evidence base of the Consultation Neighbourhood Plan.
Policy S8 to be reworded.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, iii, iv

Attachments:
Longworth Mark 29481 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217 Local Plan.pdf
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Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
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relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Issues identified need to be addressed
Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Beach, Maggie 31141 Thornborugh Parish Council.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

Whilst we recognise the importance of Neighbourhood Plans, we consider that where a Neighbourhood
Plan has already been 'made' within the Vale, these will need to be reviewed to ensure that they contribute
towards and are in general conformity with the strategic policies and approach of the VALP once adopted.
This requirement should be explicitly set out under the policy.

Change to Plan

Amendment requested to Policy S8: The policy should state that Neighbourhood Plans that have
already been 'made' within Aylesbury Vale will need to be reviewed and 'made' again to ensure that
they are in conformity with the strategic approach and policies in the VALP once adopted.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

Whilst we recognise the importance of Neighbourhood Plans, we consider that where a Neighbourhood Plan has
already been 'made' within the Vale, these will need to be reviewed to ensure that they contribute towards and are in
general conformity with the strategic policies and approach of the VALP once adopted. This requirement should be
explicitly set out under the policy.

Change to Plan

Amendment requested to Policy S8: The policy should state that Neighbourhood Plans that have already been 'made'
within Aylesbury Vale will need to be reviewed and 'made' again to ensure that they are in conformity with the strategic
approach and policies in the VALP once adopted.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

the approach taken by the VALP at two separate settlements (Buckingham and Winslow) has not reflected this, with
housing allocations over and above recently completed NPDs proposed to come forward within a needlessly and
unrealistically compressed timescale (Technical Appendix 6). This contrasts with National Planning Practice Guidance.
the previous draft of the VALP did not seek to allocate individual sites for development in the towns, or propose
timescales that conflict with Neighbourhood Plans. This is an important distinction between the two versions of the
plan; with the latter Submission Draft unnecessarily expanding its remit in this respect.
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Appear at exam?
Not Specified

S8 Neighbourhood plans

Objection to policy S8 (Neighbourhood Plans) The approach taken by the VALP in this policy does not have sufficient
regard to existing 'made' Neighbourhood Plans and the aim, where possible, to avoid the introduction of new policies
that would override them. Proposed change: Add additional wording at the end of the policy to state: This VALP does
not allocate additional sites for development in settlements where existing Neighbourhood Plans are already in place.
However, all made Neighbourhood Plans should undergo early review in light of the significant district-wide increase in
housing requirements, to ensure that housing continues to be delivered in a proportionate and timely way within
individual communities. These reviews should commence immediately, enabling additional sites to be allocated in
updated Neighbourhood Plans, in line with Localism principles, with housing sites in these locations being allocated in
any future VALP review only where Neighbourhood Plans have not made sufficient progress.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

there are allocations of specific additional sites at Strategic Settlements with made Neighbourhood Plans, as opposed
to a strategic number of homes to be delivered. This is contrary to * NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which enables communities to decide
where new homes should be located,
* various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
* para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.
This aspect of the Plan is therefore not 'justified'

Change to Plan

4.6 Proposed Modification
VALP should be modified to exclude allocated sites for those strategic settlements with Neighbourhood Plans and
replaced with a target figure for housing growth to 2033, which is to be accommodated by a revision to the relevant NP,
thereby allowing the community to determine where the additional housing should be located, in order to comply with
national planning policy. Also, Policy S8 requires to be expanded and other parts of VALP need revision in order to
overcome the current elements of uncertainty and ambiguity.
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Legal?
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No
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Attachments:
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 NBPPC DRAFT FULL REPRESENTATION TO THE SUBMISSION VALP FINAL.pdf
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 ]VALP response 121217 Cov Ltr.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

As a group the SG welcomes any support in preparing the WNP. In commenting on
the specific matters of homes, jobs, and facilities the SG is reflecting on the feedback
from the public as to what they feel should be addressed in the WNP.
Given that the housing needs, identified by the VALP for the area are being met
outside the Wendover Parish plan area, the WNP is likely to reflect this in its
assessment of local housing need.
Similarly, in terms of jobs, the WNP

Change to Plan

N/A
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Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
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Respondent: O&H Properties Ltd. [32236]

Agent:

Full Text:

David Lock Associates (Heather Pugh) [29341]

Policy S8 on Neighbourhood Plans should be amended to include a requirement for Neighbourhood Plans to take
account of and accommodate proposed (and committed) strategic infrastructure (East-West Rail and Expressway) to
ensure that Plans do not inadvertently or deliberately frustrate or prejudice the delivery of such infrastructure.
Officer note: see attachment for full representation

Summary:

Policy S8 on Neighbourhood Plans should be amended to include a requirement for Neighbourhood Plans to take
account of and accommodate proposed (and committed) strategic infrastructure (East-West Rail and Expressway) to
ensure that Plans do not inadvertently or deliberately frustrate or prejudice the delivery of such infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Policy S8 amended to include requirement for Neighbourhood Plans to take account of proposed and committed
strategic infrastructure

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
2642b_Redacted.pdf
2642a_Redacted.pdf
O&H Properties Ltd 32236 RESPONSE FORM FOR O&H - Individual Reps - S8.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2702 - 32321 - S8 Neighbourhood plans - i, ii, iii, iv

2702

Object

3. Strategic

S8 Neighbourhood plans

Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Buckingham related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

Hallam understands the aim of the Policy S8 to allow Neighbourhood Plans the opportunity to progress sites to deliver
the housing requirement set out in the Local Plan. Hallam supports this objective but is concerned that the aim may be
frustrated by the alternative policies of the VALP - not least of which includes the allocation of specific sites in
Neighbourhood Plan Areas - thereby prejudging the NP process in key parts of the District. Amendments are necessary
to secure soundness.

Change to Plan

As drafted Policy S8 is appropriately drafted but is not sufficient. To be justified and effective and consistent with
national policy, Policy S8 should also confirm that neighbourhood plans will not only be supported but should be the
principal vehicle by which allocations are made consistent with at least the level of provision set out in the VALP.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy S2)_Redacted.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy D2).pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 (Buckingham) Representations on the VALP 14 12 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2703 - 32321 - S8 Neighbourhood plans - i, ii, iii, iv

2703

Object

3. Strategic

S8 Neighbourhood plans

Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Buckingham related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

Hallam understands the aim of the VALP to allow Neighbourhood Plans the opportunity to progress sites to deliver the
housing requirement set out in the Local Plan. Hallam supports this objective but is concerned that the aim is frustrated
by the allocation of specific sites in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan Area - thereby prejudging the NP process in
key parts of the District. The approach to Buckingham is therefore unsound . It is not about positive planning. It is not
effective. It is not justified in the choice of sites made.

Change to Plan

Provision in the Plan should be increased to 3000-3000 [sic] new homes in Buckingham. Site D-BUC051 forms part of
the neighbourhood Plan and should therefore remain in the Plan. Neither site BUC043 nor site BUC046 are in the
neighbourhood plan and should be deleted pending the progression of the Neighbourhood Plan. If, contrary to what we
understand to be sound, additional site allocations are made in Buckingham then these must include the most justified
location - site BUC025.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy D2).pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 Buckingham Representations (Appendix to Rep on Policy S2)_Redacted.pdf
Hallam Land Management 32321 (Buckingham) Representations on the VALP 14 12 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2282 - 32287 - 3.75 - ii, iv
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Object

3. Strategic

3.75

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

uncertainty about availability and deliverability of the RAF Halton site and we request that references to redevelopment
at RAF Halton is deleted from Policy S2 until further work has been undertaken on the impact of development on the
Green Belt and the availability and deliverability of the site for development are confirmed.
The need for an early review may be avoided by the adoption of a sound spatial strategy that makes adequate
provision for housing from the outset. As demonstrated in our representations below, site NLV020 is a sustainable
location for the provision of housing with no constraints to delivery.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

For the reasons set out in our representations, we request that Site Ref. NLV020 is identified as a strategic allocation
for a mixed-use residential-led development
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2283 - 32287 - 3.76 - ii, iv
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Object

3. Strategic

3.76

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

uncertainty about availability and deliverability of the RAF Halton site and we request that references to redevelopment
at RAF Halton is deleted from Policy S2 until further work has been undertaken on the impact of development on the
Green Belt and the availability and deliverability of the site for development are confirmed.
The need for an early review may be avoided by the adoption of a sound spatial strategy that makes adequate
provision for housing from the outset. As demonstrated in our representations below, site NLV020 is a sustainable
location for the provision of housing with no constraints to delivery

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

For the reasons set out in our representations, we request that Site Ref. NLV020 is identified as a strategic allocation
for a mixed-use residential-led development
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1452 - 32224 - 3.77 - None
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Support

3. Strategic

3.77

Respondent: Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (Ms
Shereen Ansari) [32224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations regarding the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, made on behalf of both Chiltern
District Council and South Bucks District Council.
Please note that this representation is provided on the basis of the agreed Memorandum of Understanding between our
Councils, currently awaiting signing by our respective portfolio holders.

Summary:

Paragraph 3.77 refers to the potential impact of transport schemes such as the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway and
Heathrow Expansion, and the likely need to review the VALP soon after adoption. Policy S9 (Monitoring and Review)
identifies further circumstances under which an early review of the VALP would be triggered. Our Councils welcome
this commitment to future-proof the VALP in light of the national changes to the planning framework, and local
circumstances.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Ansar, Shereen 32224 Final Response VALP - Copy.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2284 - 32287 - 3.77 - ii, iv

2284

Object

3. Strategic

3.77

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

uncertainty about availability and deliverability of the RAF Halton site and we request that references to redevelopment
at RAF Halton is deleted from Policy S2 until further work has been undertaken on the impact of development on the
Green Belt and the availability and deliverability of the site for development are confirmed.
The need for an early review may be avoided by the adoption of a sound spatial strategy that makes adequate
provision for housing from the outset. As demonstrated in our representations below, site NLV020 is a sustainable
location for the provision of housing with no constraints to deliver

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

For the reasons set out in our representations, we request that Site Ref. NLV020 is identified as a strategic allocation
for a mixed-use residential-led development
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1099

Object

3. Strategic

3.78

Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

Our representations to Policy S2 detail that the Council's OAN is demonstrably too low. If this figure is accepted, the
five-year housing requirement will significantly increase, and a 20% buffer will need to be applied for persistent under
delivery, all of which will result in the VALP clearly failing to identify a five-year housing land supply, contrary to
paragraphs 47 and 182 of the Framework.

Change to Plan

Please see attached representation.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 1 Representations to paragraph 3.78 to 3.80.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 5 Representations to Policy S3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 2 Representations to Policy D1.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 4 Representations to Policy S2.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 3 Representations to Policy D-AGT3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 1133 - 32243 - 3.78 - i, ii, iii, iv
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3. Strategic

3.78

Respondent: CEG [32243]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client CEG, please find attached our response to the Local Plan

Summary:

This representation refers to paragraphs: 3.78, 3.79, Table 7 and 3.80
The summary of the objection: That the Council's FOAN is too low and that a 20% buffer is required. Further that land
north of Aylesbury Road should be allocated for development.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

As detailed in our representations to Policy D-Hl003 RAF Halton, we consider that as part of ay sound strategy for
development at Wendover, land north of Aylesbury Road should be allocated for development of circa 175 dwellings.
This site constitutes the only parcel of land on the edge of Wendover which is unconstrained by either Green Belt or
AONB (or both). It is simply not possible for the Council to demonstrate that the exceptional circumstances required by
paragraph 83 of the NPPF are met, to warrant the amendment of the Green Belt boundary, whilst it fails to first allocate
the land north of Aylesbury Road. This is the case based on the Council's current housing requirements or any higher
figure that might be necessary.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H6_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Para 3.78 to 3.80_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy T6.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy S2_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H7_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part1_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part2.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part3.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1644

Object

3. Strategic

3.78

Respondent: Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited [32283]

Agent:

Full Text:

GL Hearn (Mr David Maxwell) [29613]

On behalf of our client, Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited, please see attached representations duly made towards the
Reg. 19 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
Full text where it has been summarised:
Para 1.14
Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of the policy approach of new employment need being met by new allocations to
meet forecast need. However, it is apparent that Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs.
The Council is failing to provied an effective planning policy framework by retaining areas of previous employment land
at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate which are no longer suitable, viable or deliverable for
employment purposes. The Gatehouse Industrial Estate has already been subject to incremental and
piecemeal redevelopment for alternative land uses, notably for residential at Brook Mews, and residential
being brought forward at Alton House. The character and form of development at the Gatehouse Industrial
Estate has already chaged such that land between Alton House and Brook Mews should be released for
residential and mixed use development.
The Council's approach in retaining the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate as a key employment site
is inconsistent with the NPPF paragraph 22 which seeks to prevent the long term retention of employment land where
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for that purpose. In these circumstances Planning Auithorities
should review the potential for allocation the land for alternative land uses, including for residential.
The Council's evidence base relating to the Gatehouse Industrial Estate is out-of-date and should be reviewed to take
account of existing and permitted residential development locally.
Para 3.78-3.80
Paragraph 3.80 of the VALP emphasises the considerable difficulty of potential large scale allocations being
brought forward speedily to meet immediate and short term (5 year) housing land supply requirements. Whilst
large scale urban extensions or a new settlement would prove a strong solution to medium and longer term
housing delivery, it is clear that a step change is required to increase the short term supply and delivery.
Aviva remain concerned that existing employment sites, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at
Gatehouse Close, Aylesbury, have not been adequately assessed to consider the potential for existing
employment land to be releasd in the shorter term to realise and deliver much needed new housing.
Specifically, further consideration must be given to the current and future difficulties associated with HELAA
site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse Close being successful or viable for employment purposes. HELAA
site AYL078 would be able to deliver approximately 300 dwellings, reducing the need for release of
greenfield land for a similar quantum of housing.
Table 9 and para 6.6:
Aviva object to the HELAA site ref. AYL078 forming part of the key employment site known as the Gatehouse
Industrial Area. Whilst HELAA site ref. AYL0788 is currently in partial use, the only realistic long term use of the
site is for residential development. There is very limited demand for the existing types of units on the site, and the
site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles means that the re-use or redevelopment
for employment is not viable. Although the site presently has some very short term tenants the only realistic long
term use of the site would be residential development.
In addition, it is submitted that paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 are overly protective of employment land, paricularly of
employment land such as that at HELAA site AYL078 which is clearly suitable for alternative more appropriate
land uses. Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that:
"Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose"...and..."land allocations should be regularly reviewed".
The NPPF goes on to say in the same paragraph that "where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities".
The NPPF also state that: "To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively
to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century".
It is submitted that AVDC should continue to release some greenfield land sites for mixed use development that
consists of residential and employment space. The strategic greenfield sites would allow for the employment sites
to be located in areas that are accessible and sustainable and allow the facilitation of the of the growth of the
Aylesbury Vale economy. Research and development, manufacturing and distribution have all traditionally been
located on the edge of settlements as they benefit from better connectivity.
Given the committed investment projects of East West Rail and HS2 and the larger strategic housing sites, it is
likely that Aylesbury will benefit from improved connectivity by 2033. This therefore means that previously
allocated land for employment that was once 'out of town' (such as land at HELAA site ref. AYL 078 Gatehouse
Industrial Estate) will be situated in an urban hinterland due to settlement expansion, rendering the employment
sites surplus to modern day requirements.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1644 - 32283 - 3.78 - i, ii, iii, iv

1644

Object

3. Strategic

3.78

In the case of HELAA site ref. AYL078 it is submitted by Aviva that there is very limited demand for the type of
units on the site, and the site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles, means that re-use or
redevelopment is not viable as a continuation of 'B' uses.
In conclusion, it is submitted that either the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should no longer be identified as a key
employment site, or alternatively the HELAA site ref. AYL078 should be excluded from identification in the Local
Plan proposals map as no longer forming part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate as a key employment site.
S2 and table 1:
Policy S2 is supported in terms of identifying an approach to delivery of land for housing and employment growth
and development, including to meet some of the needs of adjoining highly constrained districts including
Wycombe and Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Nevertheless, the approach of releasing large greenfield sites for residential development to meet the needs of
Aylesbury and adjoining authorities is not justified, effective or consistent with National Policy where there is
significant previously developed land available that can deliver new homes at sustainable locations.
Aylesbury District is seeking to retain historic/ existing employment land for employment purposes where there is
no realistic or viable prospect of the land contributing towards employment development throughout the Plan
period.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should be reviewed in light of current and permitted residential
developments at Brook Mews and Alton House and in light of the long term and persistent vacancies and
poor take up of employment land and premises.
Aylesbury Vale has not recently reviewed the ability for the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate to contrbute
towards employment development, and it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF land
east of the residential scheme at Alton House should be allocated for an alternative and more suitable land use
i.e. a logical and sustainable form of residential linking Alton House, with Brook Mews.
S7:
Poliy S7 is supported by Aviva. Policy S7 appropriately expects efficient and effective use of land and
encourages reuse of previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations. Nevertheless, Policy S7
should be strengthened to confirm that Aylesbury Vale will encourage efficient and effective use of land, in
sustainable locations and subject to specific site considerations, ahead of release of greenfield or Green Belt
land.
Policy S7 should also be strengthened to set out how Aylesbury Vale intends to apply the emerging
requirements from the government for Council's to prepare brownfield land registers.
Paragraph 3.67 only makes reference to the emerging brownfield land register initiative. Aviva submit that
Aylesbury Vale should set out within paragrph 3.81 and policy S7 strong support for the principles of
brownfield land. Indeed, it is recommended that Aylesbury Vale should provide confirmation that a brownfield
land register will be prepared by the Council, to be informed by detailed and fresh assessment of suitable,
available and deliverable previosuly developed land, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse
Close, Aylesbury.
Policy maps for Aylesbury:
Aviva object to the potential housing allocations VALP policy map inset for Aylesbury, as the map fails to identify
HELAA site ref. AYL078, land at Gatehouse Close as a potential housing allocation. HELAA site ref. AYL078
is located immediately adjacent to, and shares its eastern boundary with the now completed residential
development at Brook Mews, as well as its western boundary with the permitted residenital development at
Alton House. HELAA site ref. AYL078 also shares the same credentials as a highly sustainable location for
residential development, being within walking distance of Aylesbury town centre and railway station, as well as
the range and mix of commnity facilites and servies within and around the town centre.
Summary:

Para 3.78-3.80 emphasises the difficulty of large scale allocations coming forward speedily to meet short term housing
requirements. Aviva remains concerned that AYL078 hasn't been adequately assessed for being released in the short
term for housing. Further consideration must be given to current and future difficulties with it being viable for
employment purposes. AYL078 would deliver approx 300 dwellings, reducing the need for greenfield land.
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Policy S2 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 4.170 to 4.173 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 3.78_3.80 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

(Ref: APP/J0405/V/16/3151297) and Aylesbury Road, Wendover (Ref: APP/J0405/W/16/3158833)
In the latter, the Inspector considered in detail the record of housing delivery in the District, concluding that there was
evidence of persistent under delivery and that a 20% buffer was necessary. There is consequently a need to ensure
that PSVALP allocates a variety of deliverable sites in sustainable locations to ensure that the planned increase in
housing delivery is achieved. This must prioritise sites that are controlled by developers and housebuilders.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
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A cautious approach must be taken to the assumptions about delivery in VALP including a need to robustly assess the
deliverability of the allocated sites. Furthermore, deliverable sites in sustainable locations that are in the control of
developers and housebuilders, e.g. NLV020, must be allocated to ensure that the required housing provision is met.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2285 - 32287 - 3.78 - iv

2285
3. Strategic

Object
3.78

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

Our representations to Policy S2 detail that the Council's OAN is demonstrably too low. If this figure is accepted, the
five-year housing requirement will significantly increase, and a 20% buffer will need to be applied for persistent under
delivery, all of which will result in the VALP clearly failing to identify a five-year housing land supply, contrary to
paragraphs 47 and 182 of the Framework.
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Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 2 Representations to Policy D1.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 4 Representations to Policy S2.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 3 Representations to Policy D-AGT3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 1 Representations to paragraph 3.78 to 3.80.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 5 Representations to Policy S3.pdf
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Respondent: The Fingask Association [32275]

Agent:

Full Text:

Rural Solutions (Ms Kate Girling) [32276]

Please find attached representations prepared by Rural Solutions Ltd, on behalf of The Fingask Association.
The Fingask Association control and manage the site known as 'Land north of Avenue Road' in Maids Moreton.
The following documents comprise our representations:
Representations report prepared by Rural Solutions;
Appendix 1 - Comparative sites review of potential landscape, visual and ecological issues assessment (Anthony
Jellard Associates);
Appendix 2 - Suitability of land north of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton (Ref:MMO001) (Rural Solutions);
Appendix 3 - Heritage Statement (Graham Frecknall Architecture and Design);
Appendix 4 - Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey inc. Hedgerow Survey (John Campion Associates Ltd); and
Appendix 5 - Landscape and Visual Assessment (Anthony Jellard Associates).

Summary:

Paragraph 3.79 addresses that the yearly requirement is to build 1,370 dwellings in order to deliver the overall total.
The paragraph continues to note that over the past four years (which are included within this Plans period) the council
has not met this target. The cumulative shortfall at 2017/18 is -638 dwellings.
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Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc APPENDICES 1-5.pdf
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Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109]

Agent:

Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
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Attachments:
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 Stage 2 Advocacy Document v2 OCR.pdf
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Winslow PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - WIN001 PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - OAN PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - New Settlement PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Expressway PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Buffer PDF.PDF
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

(Ref: APP/J0405/V/16/3151297) and Aylesbury Road, Wendover (Ref: APP/J0405/W/16/3158833)
In the latter, the Inspector considered in detail the record of housing delivery in the District, concluding that there was
evidence of persistent under delivery and that a 20% buffer was necessary. There is consequently a need to ensure
that PSVALP allocates a variety of deliverable sites in sustainable locations to ensure that the planned increase in
housing delivery is achieved. This must prioritise sites that are controlled by developers and housebuilders.

Change to Plan
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A cautious approach must be taken to the assumptions about delivery in VALP including a need to robustly assess the
deliverability of the allocated sites. Furthermore, deliverable sites in sustainable locations that are in the control of
developers and housebuilders, e.g. NLV020, must be allocated to ensure that the required housing provision is met.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
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Table 7 Housing delivery in the plan period

Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

Our representations to Policy S2 detail that the Council's OAN is demonstrably too low. If this figure is accepted, the
five-year housing requirement will significantly increase, and a 20% buffer will need to be applied for persistent under
delivery, all of which will result in the VALP clearly failing to identify a five-year housing land supply, contrary to
paragraphs 47 and 182 of the Framework.
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Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 5 Representations to Policy S3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 2 Representations to Policy D1.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 4 Representations to Policy S2.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 3 Representations to Policy D-AGT3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 1 Representations to paragraph 3.78 to 3.80.pdf
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Table 7 Housing delivery in the plan period

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

Table 7 of the Proposed
Submission Local Plan indicates that the Council projects that the number of
completions in 2017/18 will again under-deliver, resulting in a cumulative shortfall of
638. Likewise, the very recent Appeal Decision pertaining to Land North of Aylesbury
Road, Wendover, makes this clear at Paragraph 129, that "there remains a record of persistent under-delivery at this
point in time such as to justify the application of a 20%
buffer.
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Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
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Table 7 Housing delivery in the plan period

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

if the unmet housing need requirement is applied to the figures since 2013 it creates an annual requirement of 1,370.
On this basis the Council would only have met its housing target in 3 out of 10 years which would amount to a
persistent under delivery of housing and requires a 20% buffer to be applied to overall housing levels.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Attachments:
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
1842a_Redacted.pdf
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Table 7 Housing delivery in the plan period

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

(Ref: APP/J0405/V/16/3151297) and Aylesbury Road, Wendover (Ref: APP/J0405/W/16/3158833)
In the latter, the Inspector considered in detail the record of housing delivery in the District, concluding that there was
evidence of persistent under delivery and that a 20% buffer was necessary. There is consequently a need to ensure
that PSVALP allocates a variety of deliverable sites in sustainable locations to ensure that the planned increase in
housing delivery is achieved. This must prioritise sites that are controlled by developers and housebuilders.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

A cautious approach must be taken to the assumptions about delivery in VALP including a need to robustly assess the
deliverability of the allocated sites. Furthermore, deliverable sites in sustainable locations that are in the control of
developers and housebuilders, e.g. NLV020, must be allocated to ensure that the required housing provision is met.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Bloor Homes (Emily Hale) [29645]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission Consultation.
Bloor Homes Ltd. have an option to develop land off Bourton Road, Buckingham at
the earliest opportunity. The site has been previously submitted to the Council as
developable and deliverable, and was included in the 2013 SHLAA as site reference
(SHL/BUC/017). We also submitted representations to the VALP's previous
consultation exercise in September 2016.
Site Description
The site comprises open countryside to the east of Buckingham, as shown at
Appendix 1. It is located approximately 1.5km from the town centre, between the
A421 to the south, the A413 (Buckingham ring road) to the west and the Bourton
Road to the north and east. The site lies opposite Manor Farm and the Bourton
Industrial Estate. 1980s residential development is on the opposite side of the A413
to the west.
Planning Context
There is no relevant planning history concerning the site.
It is evident, however, that although Buckingham is a highly sustainable location for
growth, the Council is putting up resistance in delivering new dwellings to meet with
housing need at Buckingham, particularly when the district is required to meet
additional need from neighbouring authorities, see below.
BLOOR HOMES SOUTH MIDLANDS is a division of BLOOR HOMES LIMITED PRIMUS HOUSE, CYGNET DRIVE,
SWAN VALLEY, NORTHAMPTON NN4 9BS
TELEPHONE 01604 684400 FACSIMILE 01604 684401 EMAIL smids@bloorhomes.com
REGISTERD No. 2162561 ENGLAND. REGISTERED OFFICE: ASHBY ROAD, MEASHAM, SWADLINCOTE,
DERBYSHIRE DE12 7JP. VAT REG No. 125 4938 61
Bloorhomes.com
Housing Supply and Need
The total amount of dwellings to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale between 2013
and 2033 is 27,400, which includes 2,250 unmet need from Wycombe District, and
5,750 unmet need from Chiltern and South Bucks. This sees an overall reduction in
need of 5,600 since the plan was previously consulted on in 2016.
The Plan focuses the majority of growth in Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, and adjacent to Milton Keynes. Under policy S2, Spatial
Strategy for Growth, it is set out that the town of Buckingham will accommodate
2,359 new dwellings, to "enhance the town centre and its function as a market town,
and will support economic growth in the north of the district". This figure is made up
of 1,509 completions / commitments, and 850 allocated.
The draft Plan uses past housing delivery rates against AVDLP until 2011 and 2012
based DCLG Household Projections 2011/12 and 2012/13 and the December 2016
Buckinghamshire HEDNA's FOAN from 2013. This identifies 5.3 years of housing
land supply, with a 5% buffer applied. This is a marked shift from the previous 2016
consultation of the draft Plan, which was presenting 4.9 years of land supply and a
20% buffer. Paragraph 1.9 of the supporting document VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness Document sets out that:
"....while there has been a problem with under delivery in the past, delivery
rates have improved significantly in recent years, with the cumulative total of
completions being above the requirement since 2011".
The draft Plan acknowledges, at paragraph 3.80, that there needs to be an annual
rate of delivery higher than 1,370 dwellings to ensure a 5 year housing land supply,
achieved by the delivery of 2 existing commitments at Aylesbury along with medium
and smaller sites delivering in the shorter term. It explains that in the later parts of
the plan period, large allocations will provide housing delivery. The Council accept
that this is an ambitious strategy, seeing a significant increase on past delivery rates.
DCLG standard methodology indicates a target to be achieved of 1,499 dwellings per
annum for Aylesbury Vale, in order to meet its own growth.
We question what provisions the Council is making to, firstly, ensure delivery of
already committed sites, but secondly, ensure that delivery rates are 'significantly
increased', particularly given the number of applications which have failed to be
determined by the Council or have been refused.
We challenge that the Plan should ensure that allocated sites are deliverable within
the expected time period, and that enough sites should be allocated to deliver
housing provision to ensure need is more than met.
Policies
The Policies Map for Buckingham shows land at Bourton Road to be included under
the Local Landscape Area (LLA), shown as green hatching. This designation covers
the majority of land located to the east of Buckingham, on the eastern side of the
BLOOR HOMES SOUTH MIDLANDS is a division of BLOOR HOMES LIMITED PRIMUS HOUSE, CYGNET DRIVE,
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SWAN VALLEY, NORTHAMPTON NN4 9BS
TELEPHONE 01604 684400 FACSIMILE 01604 684401 EMAIL smids@bloorhomes.com
REGISTERD No. 2162561 ENGLAND. REGISTERED OFFICE: ASHBY ROAD, MEASHAM, SWADLINCOTE,
DERBYSHIRE DE12 7JP. VAT REG No. 125 4938 61
Bloorhomes.com
A413 Bourton Road. The Plan sets out under paragraph 9.28 that this designation is
not "seeking to resist development in principle, unless regard has not been given to
distinctive features and key characteristics of the AALs and LLAs". Policy NE5
Landscape character and locally important landscape provides the framework for
this.
Paragraph 9.30 goes on to detail the definitions contained within the evidence base
document 'defining the special qualities of local landscape designations in Aylesbury
Vale District'. The document sets out that "Most of the areas of attractive landscape
(AALs) have stronger special qualities and are relatively higher in landscape value in
comparison to the local landscape areas (LLAs), which are generally smaller scale
locally valued features. The LLAs generally do not contain so many nationally
significant natural or cultural designations, and they are typically less memorable or
distinctive than the AALs."
The Council set out at paragraph 9.32 of the Plan that they intend to review the
evidence base "early in the VALP plan period" as the LUC study of 2015 did not
include primary on-site fieldwork. The LUC Landscape Designations Plan shows 2
LLAs at Buckingham, to the east (covering land at Bourton Road) labelled as no. 8:
Great Ouse Valley (East), and to the west of Buckingham labelled as no. 7: Great
Ouse Valley (West).
We question the validity of the evidence base and the designation of LLAs nos. 7 &
8, particularly considering that only LLA 8 at east of Buckingham has been carried
forward to the Proposals Map. Land to the west of Buckingham instead includes
housing and employment allocation sites.
Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan
The BNDP allocates 1,017 dwellings to Buckingham1 (circa 50 dwellings per annum),
of which 617 are within the Buckingham Settlement Boundary. These figures were
based on DCLG 2012-based household projections, and are considered out of date.
Land at Bourton Road, Buckingham was assessed in the Site Assessment Site
Submission Version of the Plan, and was referred to as Site 8. The Town Council
concluded that the site could be appropriate for development and was allocated as a
reserve employment site (Site C) in the submission version of the BNDP. However
this was later removed as the allocation employment land was in excess of that
required. This assessment does not support the Council's suggested designation as
an LLA.
Summary
Land at Bourton Road, Buckingham is well located given its proximity to residential
development to the west, and its physical containment.
It is likely that sustainable settlements such as Buckingham will need to
accommodate increased growth to enable delivery against an under provision of
1 617 general market (excluding existing commitments), and 400 student units.
BLOOR HOMES SOUTH MIDLANDS is a division of BLOOR HOMES LIMITED PRIMUS HOUSE, CYGNET DRIVE,
SWAN VALLEY, NORTHAMPTON NN4 9BS
TELEPHONE 01604 684400 FACSIMILE 01604 684401 EMAIL smids@bloorhomes.com
REGISTERD No. 2162561 ENGLAND. REGISTERED OFFICE: ASHBY ROAD, MEASHAM, SWADLINCOTE,
DERBYSHIRE DE12 7JP. VAT REG No. 125 4938 61
Bloorhomes.com
housing need, and to compensate for the likely scenario (recognised by the Council)
that an over-reliance on larger strategic sites could slow delivery, and additional sites
will be sought in the shorter term.
Conclusions
We consider the Plan to be unsound on the basis that it is not positively prepared, i.e.
it is not based on a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively assessed housing
development requirements of the District. We contend that policies within the Plan
are based on a housing target which substantially underestimates household growth,
over the plan period.
Bloor Homes Ltd. would be pleased to discuss the themes and any preliminary
details with the Council during the on-going work in response to these submissions,
to ensure that sufficient appropriate sites are allocated as deliverable to maintain the
supply of housing at sustainable locations.
We would be grateful if the above comments could be considered towards the
consultation of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Submission Plan, and that land at
Bourton Road, Buckingham is considered for allocation in the plan as a sustainable
location for housing development.
Finally, I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Summary:

We question what provisions the Council is making to, firstly, ensure delivery of
already committed sites, but secondly, ensure that delivery rates are 'significantly
increased', particularly given the number of applications which have failed to be
determined by the Council or have been refused.
We challenge that the Plan should ensure that allocated sites are deliverable within
the expected time period, and that enough sites should be allocated to deliver
housing provision to ensure need is more than met.

Change to Plan

refer to attached letter
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Attachments:
Hale, Emily 29645 Appendix 1 - Red Line.pdf
Hale, Emily 29645 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
2199a_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

Our representations to Policy S2 detail that the Council's OAN is demonstrably too low. If this figure is accepted, the
five-year housing requirement will significantly increase, and a 20% buffer will need to be applied for persistent under
delivery, all of which will result in the VALP clearly failing to identify a five-year housing land supply, contrary to
paragraphs 47 and 182 of the Framework.

Change to Plan

see attached representation
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Attachments:
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 5 Representations to Policy S3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 4 Representations to Policy S2.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 3 Representations to Policy D-AGT3.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 2 Representations to Policy D1.pdf
Bell Oliver 29794 (WMFL) 1 Representations to paragraph 3.78 to 3.80.pdf
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Respondent: The Fingask Association [32275]

Agent:

Full Text:

Rural Solutions (Ms Kate Girling) [32276]

Please find attached representations prepared by Rural Solutions Ltd, on behalf of The Fingask Association.
The Fingask Association control and manage the site known as 'Land north of Avenue Road' in Maids Moreton.
The following documents comprise our representations:
Representations report prepared by Rural Solutions;
Appendix 1 - Comparative sites review of potential landscape, visual and ecological issues assessment (Anthony
Jellard Associates);
Appendix 2 - Suitability of land north of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton (Ref:MMO001) (Rural Solutions);
Appendix 3 - Heritage Statement (Graham Frecknall Architecture and Design);
Appendix 4 - Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey inc. Hedgerow Survey (John Campion Associates Ltd); and
Appendix 5 - Landscape and Visual Assessment (Anthony Jellard Associates).

Summary:

Paragraph 3.80 establishes how it intends to deliver housing in the Plan period. It states that this will be achieved
through the delivery of two major developments in Berryfields and Kingsbrook along with various medium and small
sites in the short term.
We consider that the plan is not positively prepared, effective or consistent with national policy as it fails to meet the
full, objectively assessed needs for the market as set out in paragraph 47 of the NPPF, and would not meet the
requirements of paragraph 49 of the NPPF
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Attachments:
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc APPENDICES 1-5.pdf
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc 17.12.13.REPO.KG FINAL (amended 02.01.18).pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

We raise a number of concerns in relation to the approach described above. Firstly, at
paragraph 3.80 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan, it is indicated that the Council
seeks to apply a 5 per cent buffer to address the NPPF's requirement to provide
flexibility and choice in the market.
However, we consider this to be surprising in view of recent appeal decisions which
confirm that Aylesbury Vale has suffered from persistent under delivery, such that the
Framework requires that a 20 per cent buffer be applied.
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Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109]

Agent:

Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
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Attachments:
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - WIN001 PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Buffer PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Expressway PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - OAN PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Winslow PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 Stage 2 Advocacy Document v2 OCR.pdf
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - New Settlement PDF.PDF
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Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

The VALP should include a 20% buffer due to the record of persistent under delivery.

Change to Plan

* Include a 20% buffer for five year housing land supply purposes.
* Identify additional housing allocations to address the consequential shortfall.
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Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf

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

3. Strategic

3.80

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

(Ref: APP/J0405/V/16/3151297) and Aylesbury Road, Wendover (Ref: APP/J0405/W/16/3158833)
In the latter, the Inspector considered in detail the record of housing delivery in the District, concluding that there was
evidence of persistent under delivery and that a 20% buffer was necessary. There is consequently a need to ensure
that PSVALP allocates a variety of deliverable sites in sustainable locations to ensure that the planned increase in
housing delivery is achieved. This must prioritise sites that are controlled by developers and housebuilders.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

A cautious approach must be taken to the assumptions about delivery in VALP including a need to robustly assess the
deliverability of the allocated sites. Furthermore, deliverable sites in sustainable locations that are in the control of
developers and housebuilders, e.g. NLV020, must be allocated to ensure that the required housing provision is met.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF

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

3. Strategic

3.80

Respondent: Jackson Planning (Planning Manager) [31705]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations and a supporting appendix in respect of the Regulation 19 consultation on the
VALP.

Summary:

The plan completely fails to recognise the on-going work by the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) to
accommodate
over a million new homes in the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford arc. There needs to be greater acknowledgement
about
the role Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) must play in shaping the future of the city as part of the 2050 spatial
vision
and the plan needs a specific policy that deals with how this will be accommodated until 2033 which is the time period
for the
plan.

Change to Plan

Insert new paragraph after 3.80
The Council acknowledge that work will start on an early review of the plan as part of the consideration of the growth
arc proposals and will quickly move to allocate sites that would achieve development rates above with the draft
consultation OAN numbers now consistent with the recommendations of the NIC for levels of growth. In exchange for
this the Council will expect protection from 'planning by appeal' by ensure that local areas are not exposed to increased
risk of speculative development as a result of their commitment to additional growth that would clearly fall outside the
growth arc. This will be kept under review and made subject to demonstrating progress in the delivery of major housing
growth. The local authority will seek to maintain a supply of land sufficient to enable house building at the rate that
would
have been required in the absence of any deal to support additional housing growth.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy D- NLV001 Salden Chase.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Section 1.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S5.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 NIC Growth Corridor Consultation May 2017.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S3.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Mointoring and Review.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Monitoring and Review 2.pdf

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

3. Strategic

3.82

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board disagrees that the majority of windfall sites will be greenfield going forward. The
NPPF glossary defines windfall sites as "Sites which have not been specifically identified as available in the Local Plan
process. They normally comprise previously-developed sites that have unexpectedly become available". Far more
brownfield land and building conversions may emerge for residential reuse given the new flexibilities allowed by the
GDPO and the Council's participation in the Government pilot scheme giving automatic permission for some brownfield
sites.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board disagrees that the majority of windfall sites will be greenfield going forward. The
NPPF glossary defines windfall sites as "Sites which have not been specifically identified as available in the Local Plan
process. They normally comprise previously-developed sites that have unexpectedly become available". Far more
brownfield land and building conversions may emerge for residential reuse given the new flexibilities allowed by the
GDPO and the Council's participation in the Government pilot scheme giving automatic permission for some brownfield
sites.

Change to Plan

Delete "the majority of windfall sites are greenfield".

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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3.83

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It is unclear why windfalls are only being counted for small sites (4 or fewer) when the NPPF para 48 and NPPG para
24 makes no restriction that windfalls cannot be large sites too. The 962 windfall allowance for the plan period is a low
estimate given permitted development changes in the GPDO 2015, the introduction of automatic planning permission
for some brownfield sites in the Government pilot scheme and the digital revolution changing how we work and shop,
freeing up buildings and land. Far more brownfield land and building conversions may emerge for residential reuse.

Summary:

It is unclear why windfalls are only being counted for small sites (4 or fewer) when the NPPF para 48 and NPPG para
24 makes no restriction that windfalls cannot be large sites too. The 962 windfall allowance for the plan period is a low
estimate given permitted development changes in the GPDO 2015, the introduction of automatic planning permission
for some brownfield sites in the Government pilot scheme and the digital revolution changing how we work and shop,
freeing up buildings and land. Far more brownfield land and building conversions may emerge for residential reuse.

Change to Plan

Change the threshold to allow for large site windfalls as well as those of 4 dwellings or fewer.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 687 - 30440 - S9 Monitoring and review - i

687

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy S9 WPC object to sub heading b. Aylesbury Vale is bounded by eight other local authority areas, and this
policy as worded is an open invitation to for authorities to use AVDC as a 'dumping ground' for unmet housing needs if
other authorities can find justifiable ways of limiting or fixing the number of houses that can be allocated in their own
plans. WPC use Wycombe as an example who appear to be unjustly lowering their development densities by simply
using AONB and Green belt landscape constraints as justification. Additionally, If any alternative major development
site is presented or further promoted post adoption of this plan, then an appropriate sustainability exercise must be
undertaken based on any new information that has come forward since - i.e. approved route of Oxford - Cambridge
Expressway. It is insufficient to just accept any new site simply because it might be available - it must be properly
considered in the light of any new strategic circumstance.

Summary:

Unmet housing needs should be located in the most sustainable area nearest the area of need , and not just simply
'dumped' in the areas of least resistance.

Change to Plan

Whaddon PC suggested changes are Included in the paragraph above.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

The positive commitment in Policy S9 to undertake a review of the Local Plan in the stated circumstances is
welcomed.
However, the inclusion of Policy S9 is not an appropriate or effective response to the fundamental matters of
soundness set out in the submitted objections to Policies S2 and S3 in terms of the identification of housing needs, the
spatial strategy and the housing land supply. Moreover, such a "commitment" to a Review cannot be enforced if the
Council decide, for whatever reason, not to honour the commitment in the policy and the identified development needs
will not then be addressed. Those matters must, therefore, be directly addressed now before the Local Plan can be
found sound.
Notwithstanding that, a key theme of the NPPF and its presumption in favour of sustainable development is the
importance of having an up to date Local Plan (paras 12, 17 & 209). The Local Plan needs to be underpinned by an
up to date evidence, and the assessment of housing needs in the Borough and wider HMAs is fundamental to that.
The policy should, therefore, also include a specific reference to a review being triggered by the emergence of new
evidence of housing need indicating that further development allocations are required.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy S9, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs will be met within the plan period;
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy S9, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs will be met within the plan period;
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development.

Change to Plan

Proposed Change:
The matters highlighted in relation to Policies 2 & 3 need to be addressed and the policy revised to include reference to
a review being triggered by new evidence of housing need beyond that provided for by the Submission Plan.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object
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S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board is concerned that this policy provides so readily for the undermining of the
development plan. Development should be plan-led. It should not be the case that a single policy becoming out of date
because of a national policy change, or a single indicator shown not to be not achieving the Plan's objectives, or the
slow delivery of a single site in the trajectory, bins the whole plan.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board is concerned that this policy provides so readily for the undermining of the
development plan. Development should be plan-led. It should not be the case that a single policy becoming out of date
because of a national policy change, or a single indicator shown not to be not achieving the Plan's objectives, or the
slow delivery of a single site in the trajectory, bins the whole plan.

Change to Plan

Alter to:
"The Plan may be reviewed, or proposals for alternative sustainable sites considered
favourably (subject to compliance with other policies in the Plan), if serious shortcomings arise such as:
a. Site allocations are not coming forward at the rate anticipated in the housing
trajectory, leading to a serious under-delivery of rates expected in the Plan
b. Evidence established through another local planning authority's Local Plan process
show that its unmet need can only be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale
c. Changes in national planning policy and guidance that mean that one or more of the
policies in the Plan are not up to date (only those policies will be affected), or
d. Evidence in the monitoring report shows that one or more of the policies in the
plan are significantly running contrary to achieving the Plan's objectives or to effective
planning in the district (in this case the plan will be reviewed).

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Revera Limited (Mr Renshaw Watts) [32190]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Mr Rob Riding) [32191]

Please see attachments
Paragraph 3.80 suggests that there is not a record of persistent under-delivery in Aylesbury Vale and that accordingly it
is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.
The Council assess the record of delivery against the objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale in isolation, which
is the correct approach prior to the confirmation of the contribution to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities
through the VALP examination. Table 2 of the Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, August 2017
identifies that whilst there was under-delivery in the majority of years up until 2012/13, the recent record of delivery
justifies the application of a 5% buffer.
However, upon adoption of the VALP (even assuming that the housing requirement remains as proposed) there will
have been under-delivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with the needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale
but not having been met. Accordingly, upon adoption there will be a necessity to apply a 20% buffer to afford the
appropriate weight to housing proposals given the significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.
The effect of the application of the necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of
circa 600 dwellings. This will need to be addressed within the VALP through the identification of additional deliverable
allocations.
Policy S9 (Monitoring and review)
Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests that Government policy is to deliver 250,000
homes per annum nationally. However, this figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of
the required number of homes was identified as at least 300,000 new homes per annum in the 'Building More Homes'
report to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs in July 2016. The Government have responded to
this evidence (and older assessments including the Barker Report) and are currently consulting on a national
distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. The reference in paragraph 1.7 therefore not
only conflicts with the available evidence, it also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective of
delivering a level of housing below that required nationally.
Paragraph 1.8 continues to identify a requirement of 19,400 new homes to respond to the needs of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding any contributions to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities). This figure is based upon the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) Update Addendum, September
2017 which contains corrections to the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update: Final Report, December 2016.
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for the
Housing Market Area (HMA) rather than an LPA boundary (unless they are coterminous). This has been underlined in
several legal judgments1. This is necessary to ensure that account is taken of the inter-relationships between the
various LPAs and a consistent approach is taken to these. However, the HEDNA assesses the OAN for each LPA in
isolation, using different assumptions for each. The necessary result of this inconsistency means that the OAN has not
been established for the HMA, contrary to the NPPF.
It is also important to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has recently consulted
on a standardised methodology for identifying the local housing need. This has arisen from the Local Plans Expert
Group and the Housing White Paper, both of which were subject to consultation, as well as from professional input
from a wide range of experts including the Planning Inspectorate and the Bar.
Paragraph 1.11 identifies that there is insufficient capacity to meet the OAN in the areas south of Aylesbury Vale. In the
following paragraph 1.12, there is calculated to be an unmet need of 8,000 homes.
However, this is all predicated on the OAN identified in the HEDNA which adopts inconsistent and negative
assumptions, contrary to the available evidence to reduce the OAN. The population is growing far faster than
anticipated by the latest sub-national population projections, and yet even if the OAN was calculated on the basis of
these population projections this would produce an unmet need of 8,965 homes (based on the OAN of 27,065 for the
remainder of Buckinghamshire (= 51,051 - 23,986) and the capacity of 18,100 homes identified in the Memorandum of
Understanding, July 2017).
Furthermore, the Luton Local Plan was adopted in November 2017 and this identifies that there is a need for 400
dwellings which relates to Aylesbury Vale, which is not being addressed elsewhere.
As a result, the VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the
rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400). These figures will increase significantly, once the
standardised methodology becomes part of national policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned
for (including through the early review).
This compares to the identified housing requirement in paragraph 1.12 of 27,400 homes. It is therefore clear, that even
if the VALP is submitted in advance of the revised NPPF, it will contain a housing requirement that is 5,950 homes
short of meeting the OAN across the HMA (unless other sites can be identified across the remainder of
Buckinghamshire to contribute to this unmet need). However, in paragraph 3.17 it is identified that it is expected that
28,830 homes will be delivered in the plan period, which reduces the shortfall to 4,334 homes.
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes which is significantly below the minimum OAN of 33,350.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall. This should include the
identification of additional sites now as well as the identification of new settlements through the proposed early review.
Policy S2 identifies that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth will be at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Wendover and Haddenham. It then continues to identify that growth adjacent to Milton Keynes will also be allocated.
The Policy also identifies that development at medium villages, including Bierton, will be at a scale in keeping with the
local character and setting.
Whilst this approach is supported, as set out in our representations to Policies S3 and D2, our client retains an
objection to the "downgrading" of Bierton to a medium village which is clearly a sustainable location in close proximity
to Aylesbury and to other new development, i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook). Bierton should therefore be
reclassified to a "larger village" as originally assessed. If the Council are minded to maintain the classification of Bierton
as a medium village the characteristics and context of the settlement should be recognised with a more appropriate
level of growth than that currently proposed in the VALP.
Table 2 identifies the proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development based on the proposals
of Policy S2.
Paragraph 3.20 identifies that the settlement hierarchy including the ranking of settlements identified in
the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017, forms the basis of the proposed distribution
between settlements.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017 identifies that Bierton (which meets 6 criteria)
is more sustainable than Stewkley (5 criteria) and equally as sustainable as Cheddington, Great
Horwood, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville and Weston Turville, and yet each and every
one of these settlements are proposed to receive greater levels of growth.
Indeed, Table 2 indicates that 101 dwellings have already been permitted in the less sustainable
settlement of Stewkley which compares to the 23 permitted in Bierton. This provides a strong indication
that Bierton should receive (or at the very least be allowed to receive) a level of growth commensurate
with its sustainability, in excess of that which has already been proved to be sustainable at the less
sustainable settlement of Stewkley.
Similarly, in some of the equally sustainable settlements, namely Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon and
Newton Longville, the number of dwellings permitted is in excess of that at Bierton and yet additional
allocations are proposed in these settlements. Indeed, Maids Moreton is planned to receive 171
dwellings, Marsh Gibbon is planned to receive 47 and Newton Longville 48, as compared to the 23
dwellings at Bierton.
Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development spatial strategy for growth)
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Pegasus therefore, in accordance with the representations submitted for the 'Draft Plan for Summer
2016 Consultation', continue to object to the "downgrading" of Bierton, which is clearly a sustainable
location and with the development to the south (i.e. Land East of Aylesbury - Kingsbrook) has outline
planning permission for 2,450 homes, 10 hectares of employment land and further development such
as two primary schools and community facilities, thereby providing a range of facilities and services
which will be even closer those provided by Aylesbury only 1.8 miles away.
Paragraph 4.152 identifies that no allocations are made at either Bierton or Weston Turville owing to
their proximity to Aylesbury Garden Town. This does not take account of the impacts of the proposed
allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town which include a highways access in Bierton. Bierton will be
directly affected by the highways impacts associated with large scale residential development, but will
not receive the benefits associated with modest housing provision. This cannot be considered to be
sustainable in terms of the three dimensions of sustainability (providing adverse social, economic and
environmental impacts from the nearby development without any beneficial impacts associated with
these).
As a result of this, the proposed distribution in the VALP does not reflect the sustainability of
settlements. Additional provisions, either in the form of allocations and/or mechanisms to allow
development beyond the settlement envelope should be embedded in the VALP.
It is therefore necessary to provide for development in Bierton commensurate with its size and scale.
On behalf of our client, Pegasus has promoted through the SHLAA and previous representations to the
emerging Local Plan, several sites at Bierton - refs: BIE004, BIE005, HUL004. A location plan is
attached which shows these sites in relation to Bierton. These sites are not subject to any statutory
environmental or landscape designations and nor are they located in any Local Landscape Area or
Area of Attractive Landscape
Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside
between settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not
sufficiently precise. Any development beyond the current built form, including that on allocated sites
(either within the VALP or neighbourhood plans), or as exceptional development (see Policy D4 and
H2 for example) will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the countryside
between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such
development and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development
requirements) being delivered.
Indeed, paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires that such protection is only afforded to valued landscapes.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be
effective as it could be used to undermine the required development.
Summary:

upon adoption of VALP (even assuming housing requirement remains as proposed) there will have been underdelivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale but not having been
met. Upon adoption they will need to apply a 20% buffer to afford the appropriate weight to housing proposals due to
significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Effect of the application of necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of circa
600 dwellings. This needs to be addressed within VALP through identification of additional deliverable allocations.
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

Given the Council's position on housing land supply, it is considered that a number of smaller sites should be allocated
to meet housing land supply in the short term.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Reps re Paras 1.11 and 1.12 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Reps re Policy S2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S3 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.7 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Para 1.8 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy S9 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF
Riding, Rob 32191,Revena Limited Reps re Policy D2 - 12.12.17 FINAL.PDF

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1055 - 31705 - S9 Monitoring and review - ii, iii, iv

1055

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Jackson Planning (Planning Manager) [31705]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations and a supporting appendix in respect of the Regulation 19 consultation on the
VALP.

Summary:

As set out elsewhere in representations the plan completely fails to recognise the on-going work by the National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) to accommodate over a million new homes in the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
arc.
There needs to be greater acknowledgement about the role Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) must play in
shaping
the future of the city as part of the 2050 spatial vision and the plan needs a specific policy that deals with how this will
be
accommodated until 2033 which is the time period for the plan.

Change to Plan

Policy S9 Add the following text:
It is anticipated that the work with the NIC will result in significant development proposals as part of the planned
development for the Oxford-Milton Keynes- Cambridge Arc. Government and local authorities will work together,
through a robust and transparent process, to designate locations for new and expanded settlements by 2020. This may
involve land within AVDC and would involve: commissioning formal studies to identify and assess options for new
settlements required, and potential locations for these settlements; consultation with communities, statutory agencies,
infrastructure providers, wider stakeholders and later public examination of proposed sites. The Local Plan will need to
be updated with an early review to accommodate proposals of this nature.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Jackson Lisa 31705 Mointoring and Review.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Section 1.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S3.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Monitoring and Review 2.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 NIC Growth Corridor Consultation May 2017.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy D- NLV001 Salden Chase.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S5.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1179 - 28198 - S9 Monitoring and review - iii

1179

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

Given the substantial shortfall against FOAN identified in Section 2, it is vitally important that
Policy S9 is amended to ensure that it contains a robust and definitive review mechanism to
ensure it is effective, justified and positively prepared. The Council must plan to respond to
key changing circumstances which will significantly impact its housing and economic needs
which include the Government's standard methodology for calculating housing needs and
the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.

Change to Plan

To be effective, the policy should:
a) Define the period for such reviews;
b) Set out specific criteria to review against; and
c) Set out actions and timescales if such criteria are not met.
4.6. LIH is supportive of the commitment to review the VALP within a five year period as a longstop
date. However, given the significant strategic issues arising in the District, an
immediate review is likely to be needed.
4.7. The criteria in the policy should include the changes anticipated in relation to the Cambridge,
Milton Keynes, Oxford Expressway/Growth Arc.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Wood Michael 32169.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1519 - 32300 - S9 Monitoring and review - ii, iii

1519

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

LIH has set out above the need to take on board a number of strategic issues in the VALP rather than rely on
an early review. The evidence is clear now that such a review will be required. As has been demonstrated at
other local plan examinations, where there is such clear evidence of strategic issues and/or deficiencies these
should be taken in to account within the emerging plan and not 'kicked along the road' for some date in the
future.

Change to Plan

To include for the allocation of suitable developable reserve sites for development at identified Strategic
Settlements. Suggested wording in bold below:
S9 Monitoring and Review
The policies in the Plan and housing and employment land delivery rates will be monitored at least
annually to ascertain whether or not they are consistent with national policy and the Plan is effective
in providing a five year housing land supply. they are fulfilling their aims.
The Plan will be reviewed, or the proposed reserve sites listed in the plan will be brought forward
proposals for alternative sustainable sites considered favourably in any of the following circumstances:
a. That there is a shortfall against annual housing delivery rates as set out in the plan and
housing trajectory Site allocations are not coming forward at the rate anticipated in the housing
trajectory, leading to development not being delivered at the rate expected in the Plan
b. Evidence established through joint working that another local planning authority's Local Plan
process show that its unmet need is required to be delivered can only be accommodated in
Aylesbury Vale
c. Changes in national planning policy and guidance that mean one or more of the policies or the
housing requirement set out in the Plan are not up to date, or
d. Evidence in the monitoring report shows that one or more of the policies in the plan or housing
and employment land delivery rates are not achieving the Plan's objectives or targets or is
working contrary to effective planning in the district, or
e. The Cambridge, Milton Keynes, Oxford Growth Arc requires development and infrastructure
to come forward quickly to address the strategic needs of the growth corridor.
Irrespective of the above criteria, the Plan will be reviewed within five years.
Where any of the above criteria are met, applications for the development of the reserve sites
identified at [LIST WITHIN NEW POLICY] shall be considered favourably.
Once all of the reserve sites have been approved and where the Council still cannot meet the above
criteria, an immediate review of the plan shall take place.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1607

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

The trigger mechanisms are not sufficiently precise to ensure that housing is delivered as intended.

Change to Plan

The first bullet should be modified to read "Development not being delivered at the rate expected in the Plan."
The final sentence of Policy S9 should be modified to read "Irrespective of the above criteria, the Plan will be reviewed
every five years following the early review."

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1620

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

The policy lacks the necessary detail and triggers to ensure it is effective.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1694 - 32286 - S9 Monitoring and review - None

1694

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

Although RPS agrees that a strong monitoring policy is needed, the scale of the shortfall is already significant and
would trigger this policy. The Council already recognises through this policy that the future housing need will increase,
however the Council makes no provision through the VALP to meet this.
Were the Council to bring forward a monitoring policy, RPS consider that this should be clearer in the triggers for
review. As currently stated a plan review would commence if site allocations fail to be delivered at the rate expected in
the plan. At which year would this occur?

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1880

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: GRE Assets [32260]

Agent:

Full Text:

Lichfields (Mr. Myles Smith) [32261]

On behalf of our client, GRE Assets please find below their representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, available for comment until the 14th December 2017. The
representations have been prepared by Lichfields.
The representations take the form of a report which encompasses our clients response to specific policies contained
within the plan, and includes the requisite forms.

Summary:

The assessment and reasonable alternatives set out in the SA Technical Annex for Aston Clinton in support of the SA ,
is underpinned by a point in time assessment of need s, does not consider how population and new development within
the district (including the provision of new schools) may affect the District needs and provision, and does not consider
a smaller scale growth alternative for Aston Clinton. As such, the VALPs proposed spatial strategy, set out in Policy S2
has not been informed by robust evidence or an objective view on the reasonable alternatives, and is therefore not
justified.

Change to Plan

The housing requirement should be increased to 26,000 dwellings or 34,000 when including unmet need.
The Council should undertake an assessment of a third scenario for Aston Clinton as a reasonable alternative in the
SA.
The trajectory, set out in the HLSSD, should reflect realistic assumptions on the lead-in times and build out rates for
strategic level allocations.
On the basis of the significant uplift in housing need, additional sites will be required.
The Plan should be modified to include Land north of Aylesbury Road/South of the A41 as an allocation for
development.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Smith, Myles, 32261, GRE Assets 13221 GRE Assets Aylesbury Vale VALP Representations Final Version 1412-17.PDF

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1891

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Granborough Parish Council (Victoria Firth) [30447]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Granborough Parish Council (GPC) has considered the PROPOSED SUBMISSION - VALE OF AYLESBURY
LOCAL PLAN 2013- 2033 (VALP) and wishes to make the following observations.
1. The GPC welcomes the revised submission to be submitted in early 2018 as it believes that Aylesbury Vale District
Council has taken regard to many of the comments made during the 2016 consultation exercise. The GPC also notes
that the comments made on the earlier draft will be passed to the Inspector at the time of the Inspection, hence the
GPC does not intend to repeat some of the comments it made in 2016.
2. The GPC fully recognises the need for the plan to be submitted early in 2018
3. The GPC is particularly pleased to note that in respect of Granborough and other smaller settlements/villages that
the proposal to specify the number of properties to be built has been replaced with the concept that the growth in such
smaller villages will be met through a combination of sites allocated in a neighbourhood plan (if one exists) and on sites
coming forward as part of the development management process. The GPC does however still have some concerns
about the cumulative impact of such development where smaller villages share limited infrastructure, in particular
schools. The concern is that this may result in children in the smaller villages, without schools, being displaced from the
normal catchment schools due them being filled by children from the development in the locality of the school.
4. The GPC is concerned as to the figures proposed of 25% for affordable housing as part of developments of over 11
properties (gross) or 0.3 ha. This figure would appear to be lower than that being proposed by other neighbouring local
authorities. As the provision of affordable housing would appear to be essential to maintain existing communities due
to the high price of housing, the GPC would wish to see consideration being given to increasing this percentage to
30%. GPC is concerned that there appears to be nothing in the VALP which will actively deliver affordable housing to
smaller villages where the proposed (albeit welcomed) policies are aimed to prevent the development of sites of a scale
to generate a need for affordable housing. We appear to be in a "catch 22" situation where a smaller village recognises
the need for a small number of affordable housing to allow people to remain in the village, but these cannot be provided
5. The GPC is still concerned as to the overall impact on the plan of meeting the unmet need from the other
Buckinghamshire Districts. Whilst GPC recognises the need to cooperate, it still believes that the apparent willingness
of AVDC to accommodate some 8000 properties which are over and above the number identified as being needed in
AVDC has an overall negative impact on the viability and acceptability of the VALP. It is the acceptance of this number
of properties by AVDC which has meant that AVDC has had to identify sites which are, at the very least, unpopular with
local communities and in some circumstances contrary to the declared wishes of local communities as contained in
their approved neighbourhood plans.
One of the reasons why other authorities are claiming that they cannot meet their identified housing need is by
proposing low housing densities, and thus not maximising the sites available to them even having regard to the
constraints of green belt and AONB's. The proposed housing densities for Wycombe appear far lower than proposed by
AVDC hence GPC believes that AVDC has at this time made over-provision for properties which the other DC's could
accommodate, if they proposed higher densities. This must bring into question the soundness of neighbouring local
plan proposals, whilst at the same time indicating that AVDC can accommodate them.
The GPC is extremely concerned about the need to review the VALP within a very short time of its adoption to
accommodate further government requirements for housing. If the proposed unmet need figures from the other DC's
are accepted, this could be taken as an acceptance that these authorities are "full" and will look for yet further
development in AVDC to meet identified need in their areas which are in the main serving London and the Thames
corridor. The GPC's concerns are further exacerbated by the proposals for the Oxford - Cambridge Express way which
will generate the demand from Government for even more housing and commercial sites to be identified in the
centre/north of AVDC on a scale which will potentially dwarf those required so far. Implicit in this is the prospect that
AVDC could be seen as a prime area for massive scale development simply because it is currently rural and does not
have the benefit of statutory protection.

Summary:

The GPC is extremely concerned about the need to review the VALP within a very short time of its adoption to
accommodate further government requirements for housing. If the proposed unmet need figures from the other DC's
are accepted, this could be taken as an acceptance that these authorities are "full" and will look for yet further
development in AVDC to meet identified need in their areas which are in the main serving London and the Thames
corridor. The GPC's concerns are further exacerbated by the proposals for the Oxford - Cambridge Express way which
will generate the demand from Government for even more housing and commercial sites to be identified in the
centre/north of AVDC on a scale which will potentially dwarf those required so far. Implicit in this is the prospect that
AVDC could be seen as a prime area for massive scale development simply because it is currently rural and does not
have the benefit of statutory protection.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1891 - 30447 - S9 Monitoring and review - None

1891

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Firth Victoria 30447.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1904 - 32231 - S9 Monitoring and review - None

1904

Support

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Central Bedfordshire Council (Ms. Sally Hicks)
[32231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

see attachment

Summary:

CBC further supports the identification of the need for an early review of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to consider
the potential for new housing at RAF Halton once it closes as well as the potential for a new settlement to help
meet future growth requirements. This would need to be considered within the contest of the Cambridge- Milton
Keynes-Oxford Corridor and the government aspirations for significant growth to meet housing demand.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1905_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1956 - 32267 - S9 Monitoring and review - i, ii, iii, iv

1956

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

An early review of the VALP is essential given the uncertainty of housing numbers within the HMA and
pending changes to Government guidance on calculating housing requirements and changes to the NPPF.
It is however necessary to provide greater clarity and certainty on the timing for a review of the VALP. The
policy should explicitly state when the VALP will be re-adopted following a review.

Change to Plan

Amendment requested to Policy S9: The policy should specify that the Plan will be reviewed and
adopted within five years from the date of adoption.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1973 - 32264 - S9 Monitoring and review - i, ii, iii, iv

1973

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

Considering that the VALP does not adequately meet the OAN (refer to comments under Policy S2). As
currently drafted, an early review of the VALP is essential given the uncertainty of housing numbers within
the HMA and pending changes to Government guidance on calculating housing requirements and changes
to the NPPF. It is however necessary to provide greater clarity and certainty on the timing for a review of
the VALP. The policy should explicitly state when the replacement VALP will be adopted following a review.

Change to Plan

Amendment requested to Policy S9: The policy should specify that the Plan will be reviewed and
adopted within five years from the date of adoption.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1999 - 32202 - S9 Monitoring and review - None

1999

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Society of Merchant Ventures [32202]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Society of Merchant Venturers, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

Policy S9 states that the VALP will be reviewed, or proposals for alternative sustainable sites considered favourably
(subject to compliance with other policies) in certain circumstances.
If the need for a review of the District's housing requirement is not accepted to provide for the full OAN in this Plan, this
policy needs to be more robust.
See further details in the attached covering letter.

Change to Plan

It is considered that part c of Policy S9 should mention the Government's finalised methodology for calculating OAN.
We recommend its re-wording as follows:
c. Changes in national planning policy and guidance, including the Government's methodology for calculating housing
need, that mean one or more of the policies in the Plan are not up to date, or
See further details in the attached covering letter.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2000_Redacted.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy S2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Table 2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Society of merchant venturers VALP response form - Policy S9.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2027 - 27869 - S9 Monitoring and review - i, ii, iii, iv

2027

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

should provide some degree of flexibility and positive supply, to defend against any unavoidable delay to plan review.
As part of this, an automatic trigger for an uplift of the housing requirement, applicable from two years from plan
adoption should be considered, dependent on available land supply.
Both Policy S9 and Policy D2 should be amended as shown below, with the former being clearer as to the review
mechanism, and the latter enabling sustainable and well-located sites adjacent at Strategic Settlements to come
forward. This would be a criteria-based policy enabled should there be no sufficient 5-year housing land supply.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2027 - 27869 - S9 Monitoring and review - i, ii, iii, iv

2027

Object

3. Strategic

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

S9 Monitoring and review

Objection to policy S9 (Monitoring and Review) Changes sought: Add new criterion to confirm that the VALP will be
subject to immediate review to accommodate uplift in housing needs as indicated by the review of the National
Planning Policy Framework, the DCLG Standard Methodology, and the requirements of the Oxford-Milton KeynesCambridge Corridor, with the updated plan to be completed within 2 years. The VALP acting as an interim plan can
only be acceptable where a policy mechanism allows for at least 1,800 dpa from 2021/22
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2061 - 27661 - S9 Monitoring and review - i, ii, iii, iv

2061

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

As drafted, the policy relies upon a review of the Plan to allocate sites for
development in the event the site allocations in the VALP are not coming forward
at the rate expected in the Plan. This fails to provide for a justified and/or
effective Plan.

Change to Plan

the 1,370dpa target should be set as a
minimum. In addition, smaller site allocations are required at the sustainable
settlements identified at Table 2 of the VALP in order to ensure a flexible and
responsive supply of housing land.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

In addition to identifying additional site allocations in the VALP, Policy S9 should
be revised to include a schedule of reserve sites allocations to be released if
monitoring indicates a shortfall in the five year housing land supply position.
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
2071_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2220 - 32249 - S9 Monitoring and review - i, ii, iii, iv

2220

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: The Guinness Partnership [32249]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Douglas Bond) [32404]

Full Text:

Please find attached the necessary paperwork on behalf of our Client The Guinness Partnership and the
representations regarding the consultation for the Submission Version VALP.

Summary:

We support the inclusion of a monitoring and review policy but object to the proposed wording.
3.30. As drafted, the policy relies upon a review of the Plan to allocate sites for development in the event the site
allocations in the VALP are not coming forward at the rate expected in the Plan. This fails to provide for a justified
and/or effective Plan.

Change to Plan

3.41. For the reasons set out above, additional smaller site allocations are required at the sustainable settlements
identified at Table 2 of the VALP including Milton Keynes in order to ensure a flexible and responsive supply of housing
land. This is in addition to alternative strategic options located adjacent to Milton Keynes with the required
infrastructure that do not compete with proposals at Aylesbury.
3.42. In addition to identifying additional site allocations in the VALP, Policy S9 should be revised to include a schedule
of reserve sites allocations to be released if monitoring indicates a shortfall in the five year housing land supply
position. The alternative is planning appeal.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership Guidance note and response form - Email.pdf
1083_redacted.pdf
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership PLAN DB2.pdf
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership PLAN DB1.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2655 - 32265 - S9 Monitoring and review - ii

2655

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

The Buckinghamshire Growth Strategy (BGS) sets the economic development strategy and vision for the County of
Buckinghamshire to 2050. The BGS proposes a Joint Spatial Strategy for the County that will set the growth framework
for the delivery of the 105,000 new homes identified up to 2050. The objectives for a Joint Buckinghamshire Spatial
Plan are supported and must be fully recognised and set out within the emerging VALP in order to plan coherently and
comprehensively the next phase (and phases) of development that will be required beyond the early review of the Local
Plan.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.

Officer note: see attachment for full representation

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2709 - 29224 - S9 Monitoring and review - ii, iii

2709

Object

3. Strategic

S9 Monitoring and review

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

There are a number of ambiguities in the plan in respect of bringing forward new housing allocations if existing
allocations are not delivered at the expected rate.
Paragraph 3.78 states that the housing trajectory sets out when the delivery "can reasonably be expected". It is
therefore a projection and not a target.
Policies S9 and D2 deal with the situation arising when housing delivery falls short of the rate expected (i.e. the housing
trajectory). In effect they imply that the trajectory is a target. Is this the intention?
Policy D2 refers to delivery "across the district". This seems to suggest that new allocations will need to be made only if
there is a district wide shortfall of the rate at which new allocations are coming forward and not if there is no overall
shortfall but there is a shortfall in a particular settlement. The intention needs to be made clear.
Whilst monitoring is to be carried out "at least annually" (policy S9) over what period is it intended that a shortfall would
trigger the need to allocate new sites? I suggest that only a shortfall occurring over a sustained period (3 years?)
should require such action.
It is also unclear where any shortfall should be made up in the event that district-wide rates fall below the expected
level. Is it the intention that the shortfall should be met in the settlement(s) where it occurs, or is it the intention that it
can be met anywhere in the district?
As the allocations made in the plan are based on a 'capacity' approach, rather than local need, any shortfall
replacement should also be based on a capacity (i.e. the most sustainable sites) wherever this is located in the district;
and not necessarily in the settlement(s) where the shortfall occurs. In any event such new sites should meet criteria c)
to h) of policy D2.
Presumably in those larger and medium villages (and Wendover, other than Halton Camp) where no new allocations
are made in the plan (i.e. 9 of the 12 larger villages and 13 of the 19 medium villages) there is no capacity beyond
existing commitments. Similarly in those larger and medium villages where allocations have been made these
presumably represent the full capacity of the village, meaning that any additional allocations, if they can be found, must
replace existing, under performing allocations (and not be in addition to them).
How does this relate to the requirement to maintain a 5 year supply of developable sites? This requirement is based on
a housing target of 7862 dwellings over the 5-year period from 2018/19 to 2022/23 (see Table 3 of the Housing Land
Supply Soundness document). This is well below the housing trajectory projection of 8655 for this period.

Summary:

Policies S9 and D2 contain ambiguities in respect of the actin to be taken in the event that housing delivery falls short
of what is required and, indeed, in respect of what those requirements are.

Change to Plan

To avoid future arguments over interpretation, policies S9 (sub-paragraph a)) and D2 need to be amended to remove
the ambiguities that I have highlighted and to make it clear that :
1. The need to allocate new sites will be triggered only after a shortfall has persisted for at least 3 years,
2. The shortfall relates to the district-wide 5-year housing land supply requirement (not the housing trajectory) and
3. The selection of new sites should continue to be on a 'capacity' basis and relate to the district as a whole. Moreover,
they could perhaps be dealt with in an early review of the plan as significant problems of interpretation are unlikely to
require resolution in the next 2-3 years whilst a 5-year supply of developable land is likely to be easily maintained over
this period.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
2709_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2301 - 32287 - 4.1 - iv

2301

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.1

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2301 - 32287 - 4.1 - iv

2301

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.1

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1025 - 32214 - 4.2 - None

1025

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.2

Respondent: AVDC Councillor (Cllr Andrew Huxley) [32214]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Page 61 4.2
There is an indication that there could be a new transport hub. In light of the problems at the present bus station we at
AVTUG (Aylesbury Vale Transport Users Group) hope that there is full consideration regarding pollution which is not
being monitored or even policed at the moment.
In addition I see very little provision for residential homes for the elderly. I believe that one particular site which would
be good for this sort of thing would be the old site of the golf club at Bierton.

Summary:

There is an indication that there could be a new transport hub. In light of the problems at the present bus station we at
AVTUG (Aylesbury Vale Transport Users Group) hope that there is full consideration regarding pollution which is not
being monitored or even policed at the moment.
In addition I see very little provision for residential homes for the elderly. I believe that one particular site which would
be good for this sort of thing would be the old site of the golf club at Bierton.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1846 - 32336 - 4.2 - None

1846

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.2

Respondent: The Hampden Fields Consortium [32336]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

The HFC wish to express their support to the vision and objectives of the Proposed Submission VALP.
In particular, the HFC support the identification of Aylesbury as a strategic settlement (Draft Policy
53), which in January 2017 was given "Garden Town" status. As indicated at paragraph 4.2 of the
Proposed Submission VALP, Aylesbury is identified as playing a substantial and critical role in
delivering growth for the district and the rest of Buckinghamshire. The HFC support this statement.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1851_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2302 - 32287 - 4.2 - iv

2302

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.2

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2302 - 32287 - 4.2 - iv

2302

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.2

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 196 - 28726 - 4.3 - None

196

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.3

Respondent: Mr & Mrs G & S Smith [28726]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

In support of this Section, it should follow that future housing development should be to the north of Aylesbury where
there is a new rail link proposed and there will be a demand for jobs along the "brain belt".

Summary:

In support of this Section, it should follow that future housing development should be to the north of Aylesbury where
there is a new rail link proposed and there will be a demand for jobs along the "brain belt".

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 916 - 29325 - 4.3 - None

916

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.3

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It is good that the plan recognises this exemplar rural setting. However extreme care will be needed to ensure that the
development of Aylesbury towards the Chilterns escarpment does not undermine that special character or harm the
natural beauty of the Chilterns AONB.

Summary:

It is good that the plan recognises this exemplar rural setting. However extreme care will be needed to ensure that the
development of Aylesbury towards the Chilterns escarpment does not undermine that special character or harm the
natural beauty of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.3

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2303 - 32287 - 4.3 - iv

2303

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.3

Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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Object
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4.4

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2304 - 32287 - 4.4 - iv
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Object
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4.4

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
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Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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4.6

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
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Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
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Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Mr Trevor Toms [29141]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Housing should be a requirement when industry or businesses demand workforce, not the other way round.
Where housing is built first, new residents are already in employment, and simply commute to an existing job.
Expansion of employment should be considered and made available well in advance of housing.

Summary:

Housing should be a requirement when industry or businesses demand workforce, not the other way round.
Where housing is built first, new residents are already in employment, and simply commute to an existing job.
Expansion of employment should be considered and made available well in advance of housing.

Change to Plan

Expand business zones first. Only expand housing to accommodate business needs.
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside for use for
open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals in the
Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
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Robinson Keith, Aylesbury Society, 32385_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]
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Full Text:

The aims to enhance the attraction of Aylesbury Town Centre are laudable. What has not, however, been taken
sufficiently into account is the combined impact on town centre traffic from these enhancements and the extra housing
the Plan proposes for Aylesbury. 80+% of existing traffic needs to access Aylesbury rather than bypass it (BCC
figures), so congestion will increase further.

Summary:

The aims to enhance the attraction of Aylesbury Town Centre are laudable. What has not, however, been taken
sufficiently into account is the combined impact on town centre traffic from these enhancements and the extra housing
the Plan proposes for Aylesbury. 80+% of existing traffic needs to access Aylesbury rather than bypass it (BCC
figures), so congestion will increase further.

Change to Plan

Use sound forecasts of traffic flows to assess the correct scale of housing that the enhanced town centre can
realistically handle, and adjust housing proposals accordingly.
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Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
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Full Text:

When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. How can the centre of Aylesbury be classed as a Garden
Town? There is no significant new development in the town itself. It is an urban extension into open countryside to the
South of Aylesbury. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.

Summary:

When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. How can the centre of Aylesbury be classed as a Garden
Town? There is no significant new development in the town itself. It is an urban extension into open countryside to the
South of Aylesbury. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
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N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot be
done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with effective
planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
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Full Text:

There is no indication shown in the plan on how the traffic from the extra houses being build around Aylesbury will
impact on the Town centre and surrounding areas. This part of the plan has not been addressed and is not affective.

Summary:

There is no indication shown in the plan on how the traffic from the extra houses being build around Aylesbury will
impact on the Town centre and surrounding areas. This part of the plan has not been addressed and is not affective.

Change to Plan

More thought must be given to how the increase in vehicles will negotiate the current road network
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Respondent: Sarah Way [29008]
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Full Text:
I wish to comment on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, which cover the planning applications for Hampden
Fields and Woodlands.
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village. This is not an Effective approach
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes.
Not Effective.
Summary:

When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
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Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.14
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1305 - 30794 - 4.14 - ii, iii

1305

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.14

Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.14
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
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Full Text:

N/A

SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.

Change to Plan

Consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around Aylesbury.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Liam & Catherine Hyland [28466]
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Full Text:
Dear Sirs
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP
We wish to express concerns on a number of issues relating to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).
Section 3.3 and Policy SI sustainable development
The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
Section 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising
open countryside between settlements.
We are fortunate to live in an area of outstanding beauty and are able to enjoy the individual character of the villages
adjacent to our own. The proposed development will see an inevitable coalescence of these villages and the promise of
"seeking to preserve" does not provide much comfort.
Section 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre.
Whilst commending you on your plan to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive there is the need to take a hard
look at the impact from the many thousands of vehicles that will be a consequence of the developments. It will be self
defeating if the journey to an enhanced Town centre is one of frustration and delay.
Section D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This will lead to coalescence between Aylesbury,Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The plan to build over 1,000
houses along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will place great pressure on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network. We do not consider this to be an effective approach.
Section 9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
Pollution is a concern to all of us with air quality a vital element of overall health. There is insufficient consideration
given to this requirement and the Council should be promoting positive plans and policies to ensure the developers do
not neglect air quality.
These are our major points of concern and we hope you will take these into consideration when making your decision. I
am sure that such concerns are shared by the vast majority of residents in our community although unfortunately not all
will have taken the opportunity to communicate these to you.
Summary:

Whilst commending you on your plan to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive there is the need to take a hard
look at the impact from the many thousands of vehicles that will be a consequence of the developments. It will be self
defeating if the journey to an enhanced Town centre is one of frustration and delay.
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]
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Full Text:

N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.

Change to Plan

Consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Hyams, Steven 29063.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1422 - 31160 - 4.14 - ii, iii

1422

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.14

Respondent: Mr Marcus Joy [31160]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
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Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

AVDC need to seriously consider the impact on the town centre traffic from all the additional housing around the town,
when planning to make the centre of Aylesbury more attractive. How can the centre of Aylesbury be classed as a
Garden Town? There is no significant new development in the town centre. We are looking at an urban extension of
16,000 houses into open countryside to the south of Aylesbury. This part of the plan is not justified or effective.
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Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little concerted
consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of housing

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2167 - 30145 - 4.14 - ii, iii

2167

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.14

Respondent: Michelle Hughes [30145]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
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3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
3.15 New settlement
Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.

Summary:

Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
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Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
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Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

AVDC need to seriously consider the impact on the town centre traffic from all the additional
housing around the town, when planning to make the centre of Aylesbury more attractive. How can
the centre of Aylesbury be classed as a Garden Town? There is no significant new development in
the town centre. We are looking at an urban extension of 16,000 houses into open countryside to
the south of Aylesbury. This part of the plan is not justified or effective.
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Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2314 - 32287 - 4.14 - iv

2314

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.14

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
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Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Bantham) [32144]
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N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Roger & Reidunn Green [28951]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.3 The resulting increase in number of cars will aggravate yet further the already badly overloaded traffic system
3.15 Given uncertainty of future developments (eg E/W rail) this proposal should be redesigned and consideration
given to planning a completely new town, and not try to solve problems with a short term 'fudge'.
3.22 "Seeking to preserve" does not ensure that coalescence of villages will not occur. Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will be subsumed into Aylesbury.
4.14 Long awaited development of Aylesbury town centre cannot be achieved without free flow of traffic, both in and out
of the town.
4.16 ATS modeling criticized by BCC as poorly planned. Without sound data an effective solution is impossible.
4.125 Already there are further planned proposals for increased building (eg RAF Halton 1000 houses) which must be
considered if future traffic is to be accommodated. The proposed plan is poorly prepared and ineffective.

Summary:

Long awaited development of Aylesbury town centre cannot be achieved without free flow of traffic, both in and out of
the town.
The proposed plan does not adequately address the inevitable increase in volume of traffic not prevent coalescence of
communities. It is poorly prepared and completely ineffective.
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Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]
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N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

The Aylesbury Transport Strategy states one of its objectives is to improve air quality by minimising the growth in traffic
levels and congestion. This is a contradiction.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
Transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development including those recently
approached development.
No consideration on traffic generation from Winslow and Haddenham
There is no policy on priority for public transport
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The ATS is flawed. It is based on flawed modelling which is criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants Aecom.
Key parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational which means they will not happen until at leas the next plan in 2034
and beyond. It is simply not credible to approve a partial plan on the basis that we have to start somewhere when it will
have known deficiencies that will not be addressed for many decades.

Summary:

The ATS is flawed. It is based on flawed modelling which is criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants Aecom.
Key parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational which means they will not happen until at leas the next plan in 2034
and beyond. It is simply not credible to approve a partial plan on the basis that we have to start somewhere when it will
have known deficiencies that will not be addressed for many decades.

Change to Plan

It needs to be completely re-done when a transport model has been developed that is fit for purpose.
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Full Text:

The ATS is flawed. It is based on flawed modelling which is criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Key parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in 2034
and beyond. It is simply not credible to approve a partial plan on the basis that we have to start somewhere when it will
have known deficiencies that will not be addressed for many decades.

Summary:

The ATS is flawed. It is based on flawed modelling which is criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in 2034
and beyond. It is simply not credible to approve a partial plan on the basis that we "have to start somewhere" when it
will have known deficiencies that will not be addressed for many decades.
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Redo the ATS with appropriate modelling
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The proposed transport strategy is naive and ill-considered.
With a significant majority of transport attempting to bypass Aylesbury, the proposal does not offer any solution for
through traffic. The town is a crossroads for the A41, A413 and A418 and no bypass that connects these to allow for a
propery bypass.
The result of this proposal, along with the addition of many thousands of houses will create a traffic nightmare.
Existing road planning to accommodate Arla has increased congestion dramatically - and that is only one enterprise.

Summary:

The proposed transport strategy is naive and ill-considered.
With a significant majority of transport attempting to bypass Aylesbury, the proposal does not offer any solution for
through traffic. The town is a crossroads for the A41, A413 and A418 and no bypass that connects these to allow for a
propery bypass.
The result of this proposal, along with the addition of many thousands of houses will create a traffic nightmare.
Existing road planning to accommodate Arla has increased congestion dramatically - and that is only one enterprise.

Change to Plan

Place all house building and expansion on hold until an acceptable transport proposal is put forward.
More intelligent use of technology to avoid waiting at junctions, crossroads or roundabouts when no opposing traffic is
evident.
E.g. Use of slip lane on A41 at Holiday Inn to allow outgoing traffic to avoid three sets of traffic lights in close proximity.
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The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has been based on flawed modelling, which has been criticised by Bucks County
Councils own transport consultant AECOM. BCC have stated there will not be a problem on the Road Network with the
increase of vehicles from all the planned developments. The road network is struggling to cope now and Aylesbury will
suffer gridlock well before 2034. Who do we believe!!

Summary:

The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has been based on flawed modelling, which has been criticised by Bucks County
Councils own transport consultant AECOM. BCC have stated there will not be a problem on the Road Network with the
increase of vehicles from all the planned developments. The road network is struggling to cope now and Aylesbury will
suffer gridlock well before 2034. Who do we believe!!

Change to Plan

Go back to the drawing board and present a Transport Strategy that will work based on reliable and truthful transport
modelling. Not on figures planners what to hear.
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N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.16
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
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3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, 4.16
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
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N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.16
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
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SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in 2034
and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
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In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
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Dear Sirs,
As a resident of Stoke Mandeville village I would like to raise grave concerns for the outline plan put forward by AVDC.
The inconsistencies contained therein are so alarmingly confusing and worrying as they directly counter all objectives
that the purportedly aim to address for the better and will result in the complete obliteration of Aylesbury's southern
villages.
Case and point:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Number of houses proposed goes against Central Government guidance
The number of houses that AVDC is proposing directly contradicts the number stated as being required in the Housing
Need Consultation Data (Published 14th September 2017) (attached)
ONS code: E07000004 - Aylesbury Vale.
Higher number: "Indicative assessment of housing need based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026 (dwellings per
annum)" = 1,499 per annum = this is maximum of 14,990 houses in this time period for this area.
Actual Number "Current local assessment of housing need, based on most recent publicly available document
(dwellings per annum)" = 965 per annum = this is maximum of 9,650 houses in this time period for this area.
However, these latest proposals would see nearer 23,000 new homes being built which far outstrips what has been
ruled as Sustainable for the area.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS and 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The proposed transport strategy has not been finalised and even confirmed as viable. Consequently, and by the
Council's own admission that want to raise funds to build any new roads by building houses first which is, in itself, a selfdefeating objective.
Specifically thinking about Stoke Mandeville - the latest new road proposal for this village effectively moves the bulk of
traffic from one road to another and with the increase in housing in the vicinity there has been nothing good in place to
alleviate the current problem nor the exasperation which will inevitably occur as a result of yet more houses. This can
currently be seen in the Berryfields and Buckingham Park estates.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This proposal is a direct contradiction of these terms. With this proposal, the Council is successfully stripping
Aylesbury and any surrounding areas of green space and it is not being replaced. Engulfing surrounding villages and
making Aylesbury into a City.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Plans earlier this year specifically detailed that "The following settlements do not require any allocations in this plan as
either their housing requirement has already been met, or due to their proximity to major development areas around
Aylesbury, no allocations are required:
Aston Clinton
Stoke Mandeville"
The latest plans not only overrule that but have stripped all remaining green space in Stoke Mandeville village.
Including land that AVDC had previously deemed as being "unsuitable for housing or economic development" as
detailed on the red areas outlined in the following plan published by the Aylesbury Vale Draft Housing and Economic
Land Development Assessment 2015
http://www.stokemandevilleparishcouncil.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Capture.png
I specifically refer to SM006, SM00, SM008 and SM010. This land floods. The nature of this land has not changed and
the stream that is created from all the excess water that these fields harbour will currently run through the residents'
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back gardens along Dorchester Close due wet periods and already flood - and that is with no housing on this land. To
give some indication as to the amount of water these fields hold. If they are no longer able to retain some of this water
and it all spills into these seasonal streams, then this will create a massive flooding problem which is why they are
deemed unsuitable for development.
Even the Garden Town Concept Plans, that AVDC published indicated this as a green zone:
http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Garden_Town_Concept_Plan.pdf
(area circled in yellow)
Yet in AVDC's most latest plans: http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/StokeMandeville-VALP-Allocations.pdf
The same area has been allocated as AGT1. The unsuitable land now allocated for housing and Stoke Mandeville
village has disappeared being renumbered as AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town 1).
Not only building on land that should not be built on but indicating a coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville
and Hampden Hall. Which is a wholly unjustified strategy which obliterates the character and identity of Stoke
Mandeville whilst at the same time eradicating the open countryside between settlements.
In summary, AVDC's most recent proposal not only goes contrary to that which Central Government has advised but
also seeks to slowly engulf and absorb all surrounding villages and settlements that add character to this rural part of
Buckinghamshire.
The infrastructure cannot sustain any move to become a city, which in essence this latest proposal creates and I have
grave concerns about the transparency of what AVDC is actually suggesting in this proposal since it is clearly not in
any way an Aylesbury a 'Garden Town'.
I urge you to look carefully at these inconsistencies and appeal to your wider knowledge to consider the impact that
allowing these ill-considered plans through.
Summary:

4.16-4.17
The proposed transport strategy has not been finalised and even confirmed as viable. Consequently, and by the
Council's own admission that want to raise funds to build any new roads by building houses first which is, in itself, a selfdefeating objective.
Specifically thinking about Stoke Mandeville - the latest new road proposal for this village effectively moves the bulk of
traffic from one road to another and with the increase in housing in the vicinity there has been nothing good in place to
alleviate the current problem nor the exasperation which will inevitably occur as a result of yet more houses. This can
currently be seen in the Berryfields and Buckingham Park estates.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
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My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
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Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
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Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
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3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The ATS is flawed. It is based on flawed modelling which has been criticised by Bucks County Council's own transport
Consultants AECOM. Strategic parts of the "orbital road" are "aspirational" which means they will not be constructed at
least until the next plan in 2034 and beyond. It is not acceptable to approve an incomplete plan with these deficiencies
that may or may not be addressed in the future. As a result of the flawed Strategy the plan will affect the local economy.
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Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

- the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective and
irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment with
housing policy to be taken seriously.
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3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
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Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing. 2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they
will not happen until at least the next plan in 2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor
Effective.
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3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
3.15 New settlement
Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.

Summary:

1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
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Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The ATS is flawed. It is based on flawed modelling which has been criticised by Bucks County
Council's own transport Consultants AECOM. Strategic parts of the "orbital road" are "aspirational"
which means they will not be constructed at least until the next plan in 2034 and beyond. It is not
acceptable to approve an incomplete plan with these deficiencies that may or may not be addressed
in the future. As a result of the flawed Strategy the plan will affect the local economy.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also
by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the
assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not
happening before 2034"!
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
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Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Bantham) [32144]
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N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
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My comments on the above are:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
3.15 New Settlement
A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
3.22 Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is
what we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
4.16 ATS
Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan
made by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
9.38 Air Quality
This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
John Raines

Summary:

Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan made
by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
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The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not be
achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Robinson Keith, Aylesbury Society, 32385_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2540 - 32215 - 4.16 - None

2540

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.16

Respondent: Mr and Mrs J.R. and S. Taylor [32215]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
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N/A

Dear Sirs, I write to express my deeply felt concerns regarding the
various proposals forming the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
With
the current developments in and around the County Town, traffic and
movement is pretty bad, pollution can only rise and form additional
hotspots to those which exist already. I feel that a number of
Sections have a linkage-- more houses, more vehicles on our already
overcrowded roads. Side roads in residential areas are already a
nightmare during evenings and weekends. How long will it be before
the" Vale" is covered entirely with houses and inadequate
roads?
I fear the worst possible outcome and although at 81
years of age I'm way past my sell by date, my concerns cover future
generations as well as the difficulties that exist at the moment.
Of the various sections in the plan 3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and
Policy H1 are of particular concern which I feel do not provide
effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the development proposals.
Yours Faithfully,
Mr P.J.Hoare

Summary:

4.16 does not provide effective solutions or is totally inadequate for the development proposals.
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Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.3 The resulting increase in number of cars will aggravate yet further the already badly overloaded traffic system
3.15 Given uncertainty of future developments (eg E/W rail) this proposal should be redesigned and consideration
given to planning a completely new town, and not try to solve problems with a short term 'fudge'.
3.22 "Seeking to preserve" does not ensure that coalescence of villages will not occur. Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will be subsumed into Aylesbury.
4.14 Long awaited development of Aylesbury town centre cannot be achieved without free flow of traffic, both in and out
of the town.
4.16 ATS modeling criticized by BCC as poorly planned. Without sound data an effective solution is impossible.
4.125 Already there are further planned proposals for increased building (eg RAF Halton 1000 houses) which must be
considered if future traffic is to be accommodated. The proposed plan is poorly prepared and ineffective.

Summary:

ATS modeling criticized by BCC as poorly planned. Without sound data an effective solution is impossible.
The proposed plan does not adequately address the inevitable increase in volume of traffic not prevent coalescence of
communities. It is poorly prepared and completely ineffective.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Green Roger 28951 Valp Response form.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 164 - 31896 - 4.17 - None

164

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.17

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The road network needs a complete ring road to allow most of the traffic to go round the centre as it is passing through
especially during rush hours. Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations. Cycle routes should
keep crossing the main roads as this is the dangerous aspect of cycling.

Summary:

The road network needs a complete ring road to allow most of the traffic to go round the centre as it is passing through
especially during rush hours. Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations. Cycle routes should
keep crossing the main roads as this is the dangerous aspect of cycling.
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There has not been sufficient data collection done to validate this claim that the orbital roads will take traffic away from
the town centre in any meaningful way to ensure that the placing of 16,000 houses around Aylesbury does not have a
severe impact on the transport system

Summary:

There has not been sufficient data collection done to validate this claim that the orbital roads will take traffic away from
the town centre in any meaningful way to ensure that the placing of 16,000 houses around Aylesbury does not have a
severe impact on the transport system

Change to Plan

The orbital road has to be developed in full with no "aspirational" roads being part of it.
Secondly the amount of housing around Aylesbury needs to be down weighted to ensure that the traffic is taken off the
current network is offset by increased numbers of incremental traffic brought about by the new housing growth.
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There has not been sufficient data collection done to validate this claim that the "orbital" roads will take traffic away
from the town centre in any meaningful way to ensure that the placing of 16,000 houses around South of Aylesbury
does not have a severe impact on the transport system. As the evidence base is lacking the justification that "orbital"
roads with resolve the traffic chaos in Aylesbury lacks credibility. In addition many of the supposed "orbital" roads are in
AVDC's own words aspirational.

Summary:

There has not been sufficient data collection done to validate this claim that the "orbital" roads will take traffic away
from the town centre in any meaningful way to ensure that the placing of 16,000 houses around South of Aylesbury
does not have a severe impact on the transport system. As the evidence base is lacking the justification that "orbital"
roads with resolve the traffic chaos in Aylesbury lacks credibility. In addition many of the supposed "orbital" roads are in
AVDC's own words aspirational.
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Orbital Roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre. The large number of new houses planned for
construction around Aylesbury will increase the amount of vehicle trying to get into Aylesbury.

Summary:

Orbital Roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre. The large number of new houses planned for
construction around Aylesbury will increase the amount of vehicle trying to get into Aylesbury.

Change to Plan

Better and more reliable transport modelling is required
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I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.17
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
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N/A

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, 4.17
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
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I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.17
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
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SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1321 - 28672 - 4.17 - iii, iv

1321

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.17

Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Daniel, Brenda 28672.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1383 - 30731 - 4.17 - iii, iv

1383

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.17

Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]
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In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
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My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
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Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
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Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
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INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1584 - 32090 - 4.17 - None

1584

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

Summary:

4.17

Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
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3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

Interventions including outer link roads.

16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is up- to
date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of the
traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
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Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

There has been insufficient data collection done to back up the claim that the "Orbital "roads will take away traffic from
the town centre in any meaningful way to ensure that the construction of 16,000 houses around Aylesbury does not
impact on the transport system. As the evidence is lacking and as in AVDC's own words the "Orbital" roads are in large
part aspirational the "Orbital" road proposal has no credibility.
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Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

the Hampden Fields proposals have received the support from Members at the
Council, which will not only assist AVDC in meeting its proposed housing requirement (27,400 new
homes) in the period to 2033 but will also make a substantial contribution to the Council's five year
land supply. The proposals include the delivery of a full dual carriageway (the 'Southern Link Road')
which will make a significant contribution to the wider strategic proposals of a future Aylesbury
outer ring road (as identified at paragraph 4.17 of the Proposed Submission VALP).
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Full Text:

Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
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N/A

Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be created?
Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be supported
adequately.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1927 - 32229 - 4.17 - None

1927

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.17

Respondent: mR. Cameron Sinclair [32229]
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N/A

3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
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Respondent: Mrs Stephanie Schneider [29055]
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Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
I have tried to use the on-line form several times but it does not let me type in the relevant boxes so I am submitting my
responses in this e-mail giving the information, as much as possible, as required in the form.
I do not wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
Please inform me:When the VALP is submitted for independent examination.
When the Inspector's report is published
When the VALP is adopted
Responses
3.22 The phrases in this section 'seek to preserve' and 'The Council will resist development ....' are not strong
enough to provide protection from the coalescence of settlements. Already, the planned developments at Hampden
Fields and Stoke Mandeville would join these villages to Aylesbury so this policy is currently failing. This is not an
effective approach.
Suggested Change
Protection against coalescence of settlements should be strengthened and the planned developments which would go
against this policy should be reviewed or abandoned.

4.17 The 16,000 new houses planned around Aylesbury will have a very severe impact on the transport system (which
is already often gridlocked) and the orbital roads will not take enough of the traffic away from the town centre. Also,
much of the orbital route strategy is aspirational and so they will not be built for years, if at all. This policy is not
effective.
Suggested Change
There should be an up to date, independently assessed, sound evidence base for the transport interventions needed to
cope with future traffic levels.

D-AGT3 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury. It would also be in very close proximity to Aston Clinton. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Aston Clinton (coalescence - Policy 3.22.)

D-AGT4 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury, particularly on the A41, A413 and the gyratory system. It would also be in very close proximity to
Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
(coalescence - Policy 3.22)
Summary:

The 16,000 new houses planned around Aylesbury will have a very severe impact on the transport system (which is
already often gridlocked) and the orbital roads will not take enough of the traffic away from the town centre. Also,
much of the orbital route strategy is aspirational and so they will not be built for years, if at all. This policy is not
effective.

Change to Plan

There should be an up to date, independently assessed, sound evidence base for the transport interventions needed to
cope with future traffic levels.
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N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
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3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
3.15 New settlement
Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.

Summary:

The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
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Full Text:

Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
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Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

There has been insufficient data collection done to back up the claim that the "Orbital "roads will
take away traffic from the town centre in any meaningful way to ensure that the construction of
16,000 houses around Aylesbury does not impact on the transport system. As the evidence is lacking
and as in AVDC's own words the "Orbital" roads are in large part aspirational the "Orbital" road
proposal has no credibility.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2250_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2257 - 30264 - 4.17 - None

2257

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.17

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Christine and Dennis Clarke [30281]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I understand that the local plan for the Vale of Aylesbury is the subject of a public enquiry and I would like to add my
comments to those of other residents and organisations who have concerns regarding the current proposals. Please
see below my views on specific sections of the plan:3.22 I am concerned that developments such as Hampden Fields and Woodlands will impose on the identity of
villages such as Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and Wendover as building on such a large scale will cause a
"blurring" of the borders of these villages with Aylesbury itself.
4.17 Interventions such as orbital roads are not happening quickly enough and the impact of 16,000 houses around
the edges of Aylesbury will have an effect on the roads in the town. Our MP David Lidington has already commented
that he does not want Aylesbury to be known as a gridlock town. Well my view is that between 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 am
and also between 3.00 p.m. and 6.30 p.m. on the Tring and Wendover roads in and out of Aylesbury this is already the
situation. Building on such a scale in one location between these two major routes in and out of Aylesbury is only going
to exacerbate the traffic problems we are already experiencing in this location and no amount of orbital or link roads is
going to help.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town I consider to be an insult to the people of Aylesbury. With the amount of
building developments including infilling between existing residences, especially on the Tring Road towards Tring itself,
I am concerned that there will be no room left for any open or green spaces in Aylesbury which will make a mockery of
the name associated with "Garden" towns.
7.20 I think that the AVDC should look to make the most of the Oxford - Cambridge railway as I understand they are
proposing to build a significant amount of housing and related expansion on this line which will open up opportunities to
develop the middle and north areas of Buckinghamshire. This would relieve the necessity to overcompensate
development in the Aylesbury area.
9.28 Air quality - This aspect of any rapid development of Aylesbury must be addressed as if not this is very likely to
impact on the health of the local population. I did not move away from London many years ago to end up in a constant
traffic jam.

Summary:

Our MP David Lidington has already commented that he does not want Aylesbury to be known as a gridlock town. Well
my view is that between 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 am and also between 3.00 p.m. and 6.30 p.m. on the Tring and Wendover
roads in and out of Aylesbury this is already the situation. Building on such a scale in one location between these two
major routes in and out of Aylesbury is only going to exacerbate the traffic problems we are already experiencing in this
location and no amount of orbital or link roads is going to help.
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Respondent: Mr Peter Hoare [28880]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs, I write to express my deeply felt concerns regarding the
various proposals forming the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
With
the current developments in and around the County Town, traffic and
movement is pretty bad, pollution can only rise and form additional
hotspots to those which exist already. I feel that a number of
Sections have a linkage-- more houses, more vehicles on our already
overcrowded roads. Side roads in residential areas are already a
nightmare during evenings and weekends. How long will it be before
the" Vale" is covered entirely with houses and inadequate
roads?
I fear the worst possible outcome and although at 81
years of age I'm way past my sell by date, my concerns cover future
generations as well as the difficulties that exist at the moment.
Of the various sections in the plan 3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and
Policy H1 are of particular concern which I feel do not provide
effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the development proposals.
Yours Faithfully,
Mr P.J.Hoare

Summary:

4.17 does not provide effective solutions or is totally inadequate for the development proposals.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]
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Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

D2 and S4 should read D1 and S5.
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural
Environment Partnership (Nicola Thomas) [29322]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Aylesbury Vale Garden Town
To ensure soundness / effectiveness of Plan - requires appropriate integration with existing local Green Infrastructure
Vision and Principles for planning:
Para 4.19 and Para 4.18
Request specific commitment to work with the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership
(the "NEP") in respect of the AVGT (aligned or cross-referenced to the mention at Para 11.9, Detailed Infrastructure Principles for Aylesbury Vale).
In particular - that the SDPs and design guidance being put together specifically endorse and put into practice the
Vision and Principles for the Improvement for Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, as identified
by the NEP in 2016 (link provided)..
Notably, there is a need to put in place early and strategic planning for green infrastructure at all scales of
development - and recognise that GI is a necessity into the long-term to provide multiple benefits for sustainable growth.
Focusing on early and strategic planning for GI, to protect, improve, provide and connect GI in line with the Principles
will turn the GI Vision into reality and create a multi-functional GI network in Bucks and MK that improves economic,
environmental and quality of life benefits.
[CONTINUED NEXT PAGE....
Section 4 - Strategic Delivery
[continued from previous page....]
NB - Early and strategic planning for connected GI networks at all scales would include the need to (See Page 18,
Bucks and MK NEP's GI Vision and Principles document....):
* Identify existing GI assets (e.g. map them)
* Identify and protect the benefits and services that GI assets provide; (i.e. identify the functions provided)
* Identify benefits required that GI could provide to future residents, visitors and workers in the area; (i.e. look for gaps
in provision and opportunities for where and how it should be improved);
* Look for and identify early, opportunities, including cross-border, to improve, extend, create, protect and better
connect GI for all its benefits;
* Identify and put in place measures to provide and maintain benefits of GI;
* Identify how GI can be well-designed, extended, improved and protected - and help provide benefits and services that
are valued to future populations - e.g. access, recreation, health and wellbeing, wildlife, water and air quality, food
production, community health, recreation, etc;
* Improvement of GI for access and wildlife;
* Provision at the outset for long-term management of GI and maintenance and monitoring of the benefits and service
provided.

Summary:

SPDs and design guidance being put together specifically endorse and put into practice the Vision and Principles for
the Improvement for Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, as identified by the NEP in 2016 .
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
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Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We are pleased to note the continuing support offered to the Grand Union Canal and the arms throughout the
document. The District Council clearly understand the benefit that the waterways bring to the town in helping to deliver
a range of policy topics and themes, particularly as the Aylesbury arm runs through the heart of the newly designated
Garden Town.
Waterways are multi-functional assets providing multiple economic, social and environmental benefits. In addition to
being a form of green and blue infrastructure, important for leisure, recreation and tourism uses, they can provide local
and strategic sustainable transport routes. waterways are increasingly being used in association with new technologies,
contributing to the creation of 'Information Superhighways' and a potential source for thermal energy generation and
cooling. They can act as catalysts for regeneration and a focus for development, are vital for many local small or
medium sized enterprises (SMEs) while also supporting and adding value to larger companies. They form a valuable
part of the district's visitor and green economies - engaging the local community and visitors alike and laying the
foundations for future health, well-being and prosperity.
We wish to continue to work with the Council to fully integrate the canal into the garden town and ensure it provides
the maximum benefit to the town.

Summary:

The Aylesbury Arm of the Grand Union Canal is an important piece of infrastructure and a multi functional asset within
the Garden Town. We wish to ensure that the council maximise its potential as a catalyst by being fully aware of the
range of benefits it can bring to the area.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2319 - 32287 - 4.19 - iv

2319

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.19

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 391 - 29911 - 4.20 - None

391

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.20

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Hartwell House are currently opposed to any proposals which would result
in a Linear Park running through their lands resulting in an increase in vehicular and non vehicular activity levels. This is
a highly sensitive part of the countryside which is managed for both the benefit of both visitors to the RPG's;
agriculture; woodland management; and wildlife interests. Whilst managed tourism has been encouraged, including
maintenance of existing Public Footpaths, a significant, uncontrolled increase in activity levels (walkers; cyclists; dog
walkers) could have a significant impact on this historic landscape comprising the AAL. To date, WE/NT/HHH have not
been consulted on the Linear Park proposals and has not seen any detail in terms of the proposed works / forecast
increase in activity levels.

Summary:

Impact of proposed route of the Aylesbury Linear Park on the Waddesdon Estate and Hartwell House

Change to Plan

Not known at present
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the emphasis given to green infrastructure in the Aylesbury proposals.
More investment could be made into recreational links to the Chilterns AONB. However the linear park map fails to
label the Ridgeway National Trail which runs along the Chilterns escarpment and other important Chilterns routes
including the Chiltern Link and the Chilterns Cycleway. The green infrastructure network should link Aylesbury to these
strategic walking and cycling routes. For a map of the Ridgeway please see http://www.chilternsaonb.org/exploreenjoy/interactive-map.html#215 and for other routes please see www.chilternsaonb.org/explore-enjoy/walks-rides.html
or contact the Chilterns Conservation Board.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the emphasis given to green infrastructure in the Aylesbury proposals.
More investment could be made into recreational links to the Chilterns AONB. However the linear park map fails to
label the Ridgeway National Trail which runs along the Chilterns escarpment and other important Chilterns routes
including the Chiltern Link and the Chilterns Cycleway. The green infrastructure network should link Aylesbury to these
strategic walking and cycling routes. For a map of the Ridgeway please see http://www.chilternsaonb.org/exploreenjoy/interactive-map.html#215 and for other routes please see www.chilternsaonb.org/explore-enjoy/walks-rides.html
or contact the Chilterns Conservation Board.

Change to Plan
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.22

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Site AYL051.
In line with emerging local plan policy NE3 River and Stream Corridors, the
redevelopment of the site offers the opportunity to provide a 10 metre ecological buffer, measured from the top of the
bank of the Grand Union Canal by reconfiguring the access road. Bank and buffer enhancements should improve
habitat quality and
quantity for protected species including otter, water vole and bats. There are records
close by of Japanese Knotweed, so the ecological report submitted with any
development proposals should include invasive non-native species surveys and
management plan to prevent its spread.

Change to Plan

In line with emerging local plan policy NE3 River and Stream Corridors, the
redevelopment of the site offers the opportunity to provide a 10 metre ecological buffer, measured from the top of the
bank of the Grand Union Canal by reconfiguring the access road. Bank and buffer enhancements should improve
habitat quality and
quantity for protected species including otter, water vole and bats. There are records
close by of Japanese Knotweed, so the ecological report submitted with any
development proposals should include invasive non-native species surveys and
management plan to prevent its spread.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Site AYL054.
This site offers rare semi natural habitat in a heavily built up area of Aylesbury and any development will need to ensure
that there is no net loss of biodiversity. Any development will need to provide a 10 metre ecological buffer to the Grand
Union Canal to the south and the Bear Brook to the north, and ensure that the existing drain is left in situ, and not
culverted.

Change to Plan

This site offers rare semi natural habitat in a heavily built up area of Aylesbury and any development will need to
ensure that there is no net loss of biodiversity. Protected species including water voles, otters and bats have been
recorded along these watercourses. In line with emerging policy, any development will need to provide a 10 metre
ecological buffer to the Grand Union Canal to the south and the Bear Brook to the north, and ensure that the existing
drain is left in situ, and not culverted. Enhancements along the Bear Brook and Canal, and within the ecological
buffers, should be investigated for their feasibility. Given the shape of the western and northern parts of the site, and
the requirement for the 10 metre ecological buffer and no net loss of biodiversity, should this site be developed, these
areas should be set aside for biodiversity enhancements.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No
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Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.22

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2094 - 29487 - 4.23 - None

2094

Support
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4.23

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Historic England welcomes and supports the inclusion of the historic environment as a factor in the Cumulative Impact
Assessment of the impacts of future growth at Aylesbury as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the
National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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4.24

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.25

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
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Respondent: Sport England (South East Region) (Office
Manager) [32419]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the proposed changes to the above Plan.
Evidence base
Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that
the Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
Without this evidence the Council's planning policies could be found unsound. This is because of the requirement for
the plan's policies to be justified and consistent with national policy. This includes any allocation of existing playing
field or sports facilities for development and the justification of policies where new sports facilities development are
required in policies to meet the needs of new development as without the evidence base, these policies may not be
justified or accord with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Sport England confirms that we may wish to appear at the public inquiry with regard to the evidence base and our
further comments below;
Aylesbury Vale Garden town
The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
Site Allocation Policies:
The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
It is noted that the site at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2) is close to existing playing fields. Sport England has not
looked at this specific allocation but for any of the new housing development site allocations, where they are close to
existing playing fields, the Council should ensure that new homes are not planned in locations where they are at risk
from ball strike (this is a particular issue for cricket). This issue could potentially be covered in the Council's design
guidance SPD. Please contact Sport England for more information on this if required.
Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
HAL003 - RAF Halton - Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be
protected from development (in accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
For avoidance of doubt, Sport England objects to the allocation of any existing sports facilities including playing field for
development without replacement facilities being brought forward through the local plan. Please could you contact
Sport England to discuss any such allocations at the earliest opportunity. Any allocations of sports facilities for
development must meet the tests set out in the bullet points of paragraph 74. Without this information the allocation
may not be consistent with national policy and the plan could subsequently be found unsound.
Para 8.45/Policy BE2 - Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active
Design principles and guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
Policy I2 - Sports and Recreation - final paragraph - This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed
development'. If a development contribution cannot be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the
Council should consider whether or not the planning application should be refused. Requirements for planning
contributions should be justified using the evidence base for sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
Sport England would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further, please contact my colleague Mark
Furnish, who is copied into this email (Tel: 020 7273 1631).
Regards
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Vicky
Summary:

The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome and support the reference to "enhancing the attraction of the historic core" and "local character" in the
second bullet point of paragraph 4.28 and the reference to the historic old town, conservation areas and Hartwell
historic park and garden as some of Aylesbury's most valued assets in the ninth bullet point, both as part of the positive
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required
by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

(1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

a substantial number of strategic allocations are proposed around Aylesbury, and combined these developments
represent more than half of the housing target in PSVALP. We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily
on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery
assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate
that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set
out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Government is keen to enable densification near good transport hubs and there is a potential to improve housing
availability near to Aylesbury train and bus station.

Summary:

The Government is keen to enable densification near good transport hubs and there is a potential to improve housing
availability near to Aylesbury train and bus station.

Change to Plan

Add bullet point to bottom of "the following smaller sites are also allocated":
*Land in the vicinity of the train station, in particular the Morrisons site and the on-grade train station car park.
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Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We object to the amount of growth at Aylesbury and especially to the South. The growth cannot be accommodated in a
sustainable way. The transport strategy allows for some new infrastructure but it does not mitigate the amount of
additional traffic generated by the quantum of development proposed. The reports attached in the Transport section
from Transport Planning Practice provide significant evidence regarding the flaws in the policy and the inadequacy of
transport data and modelling. I will not repeat the issues here but urge AVDC to actually read these and act on what
they say.

Summary:

We object to the amount of growth at Aylesbury and especially to the South. The growth cannot be accommodated in a
sustainable way. The transport strategy allows for some new infrastructure but it does not mitigate the amount of
additional traffic generated by the quantum of development proposed. The reports attached in the Transport section
from Transport Planning Practice provide significant evidence regarding the flaws in the policy and the inadequacy of
transport data and modelling. I will not repeat the issues here but urge AVDC to actually read these and act on what
they say.

Change to Plan

Downscale the quantum of growth to the south of Aylesbury.
Provide a full ring road around Aylesbury and not leave "aspirational roads" - before any more development is allowed.
Plan and build a new town for the future along the East-West rail route with access to the Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway when it is announced (This is now being accelerated by Government)
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Respondent: Ms Alison Watt [28629]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

D1 giving the outline of Aylesbury as a garden city lays down a principle to "Promote and encourage sustainable travel
choices through the requirement of travel plans to increase walking, cycling and the promotion of public transport
routes" and says that Transport Policies 1-7 should be taken into account" These policies should be taken into account
in all developments, and so should be specified for all developments or should not need restating for any, as the
Transport policies are established for implementation across the District.

Summary:

D1 giving the outline of Aylesbury as a garden city lays down a principle to "Promote and encourage sustainable travel
choices through the requirement of travel plans to increase walking, cycling and the promotion of public transport
routes" and says that Transport Policies 1-7 should be taken into account" These policies should be taken into account
in all developments, and so should be specified for all developments or should not need restating for any, as the
Transport policies are established for implementation across the District.

Change to Plan

All developments should comply with Transport Policies1-7, so they should either be reiterated for all developments, or
for none.
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Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We object to the amount of growth at Aylesbury and especially to the South. The growth cannot be accommodated in a
sustainable way. The transport strategy allows for some new infrastructure but it does not mitigate the amount of
additional traffic generated by the quantum of development proposed. The reports attached in the Transport section
from Transport Planning Practice (TPP) provide significant evidence regarding the flaws in the policy and the
inadequacy of transport data and modelling.

Summary:

We object to the amount of growth at Aylesbury and especially to the South. The growth cannot be accommodated in a
sustainable way. The transport strategy allows for some new infrastructure but it does not mitigate the amount of
additional traffic generated by the quantum of development proposed. The reports attached in the Transport section
from Transport Planning Practice (TPP) provide significant evidence regarding the flaws in the policy and the
inadequacy of transport data and modelling.

Change to Plan
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AVDC to actually read the TPP documents and act on what they say.
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16 00424 AOP HFAG Summary of outstanding Transport Issues Final.pdf
TPP HFAG Response to Jacobs Modelling Review Methodology Note 12.10.17.pdf
HFAG TPP Walton Street Gyratory - Traffic Forecasts and Capacity Assessments Final.pdf
HFAG Walton St Gyratory 2012 v 2017 Non Technical Summary FINAL Sheet1.pdf
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Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB welcomes and strongly supports many of the principles built into draft Policy D1. In particular we support the
clear aspiration to achieve high quality development (a); promote sustainable travel choices (f); and (especially)
achieve a minimum 50% land as multifunctional green infrastructure which maximises benefits such as wildlife,
recreation and water management (h). The 50% green infrastructure threshold is truly visionary, and may be resisted
by development interests, but the experience gained at Kingsbrook shows this is achievable, and as importantly
demonstrates the social and environmental value (difficult to monetize) of such benefits to existing and new
communities.

Summary:

The RSPB welcomes and strongly supports many of the principles built into draft Policy D1. In particular we support the
clear aspiration to achieve high quality development (a); promote sustainable travel choices (f); and (especially)
achieve a minimum 50% land as multifunctional green infrastructure which maximises benefits such as wildlife,
recreation and water management (h). The 50% green infrastructure threshold is truly visionary, and may be resisted
by development interests, but the experience gained at Kingsbrook shows this is achievable, and as importantly
demonstrates the social and environmental value (difficult to monetize) of such benefits to existing and new
communities.
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Respondent: Haddenham Village Society (Mr Graham Tyack)
[29682]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Section 7.1 on page 201 states 'an important policy tool to achieve this [sustainable transport] is a people orientated
transport hierarchy'. The section on 'Aylesbury as a Garden Town', Policy D1 paragraph f on page 70 states that 'New
development should be planned around a user hierarchy that places pedestrians and cyclists at the top.' This principle
should be applied not just to Aylesbury but also to the Strategic Settlements, and to the Larger, Medium and Smaller
Villages.

Summary:

Section 7.1 on page 201 states 'an important policy tool to achieve this [sustainable transport] is a people orientated
transport hierarchy'. The section on 'Aylesbury as a Garden Town', Policy D1 paragraph f on page 70 states that 'New
development should be planned around a user hierarchy that places pedestrians and cyclists at the top.' This principle
should be applied not just to Aylesbury but also to the Strategic Settlements, and to the Larger, Medium and Smaller
Villages.

Change to Plan

In Section 4, policy D1 para f, between the second and third sentences add: This user hierarchy shall apply to all
strategic settlements, and larger, medium and smaller villages.
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Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Support references to Aylesbury Garden Town (AGT) and policy D1 'Delivering the AGT'. We suggest there would be
merit in adding a specific reference to the need to provide superfast broadband in policy D1.
*
Support reference to custom build and self-build at D1 d
*
Support the proposal for SPDs covering Design and Delivery of AGT and site specific design SPDs for the major
allocations, including Woodlands, subject to reference being added to the need for early stakeholder engagement on
drafts as they emerge.

Summary:

Support references to Aylesbury Garden Town (AGT) and policy D1 'Delivering the AGT'. We suggest there would be
merit in adding a specific reference to the need to provide superfast broadband in policy D1.
*
Support reference to custom build and self-build at D1 d
*
Support the proposal for SPDs covering Design and Delivery of AGT and site specific design SPDs for the major
allocations, including Woodlands, subject to reference being added to the need for early stakeholder engagement on
drafts as they emerge.
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Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Aylesbury's growth and development as a Garden Town and the allocation of the various sites required to facilitate that
are not objected to.
However, as highlighted in the objection to Policy S2, a total of 16,398 dwellings is proposed at Aylesbury in the plan
period (57% of the total development), but the number of dwellings that can actually be delivered will be restricted by
the complexity of delivering high volumes of development in any one particular location, the collective infrastructure
burden, the lead in times required for the developments, and the potential for market saturation (as recognised by the
Housing Delivery Study for Buckinghamshire).
There is, therefore an over reliance on Aylesbury as a focus for growth in the Local Plan that will inevitably result in a
shortfall of provision of the sustainable development required to meet the objectively assessed development
requirements of the District and Housing Market Areas (HMAs). Paragraph 14 of the NPPF that sets out what the
presumption in favour of sustainable development means in terms of plan making, specifically requires local authorities
to positively seek opportunities to meet the objectively assessment development needs of their area with sufficient
flexibility in their Local Plans to adapt to rapid change. This matter, should therefore, be addressed at the outset rather
than monitored and managed, which does not reflect the positive plan led approach to delivering sustainable
development to meet the HMA's housing needs as required the NPPF (150-151) and will only result in a further delay in
the acute housing needs being met.
It is apparent, therefore, that a number and variety of additional appropriate and sustainable development sites are
required to come forward together in the early part of the plan period and thereon to accelerate the supply of housing
and meet identified needs. The allocation of additional development sites in other sustainable locations, including at
the Large and Medium Villages such as Stone and Tingewick is required, and they should be brought forward at the
earliest opportunity to address the shortfall in provision in the early part of the plan period.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy D1, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs, including unmet development requirements arising elsewhere in the HMAs, will be met within the plan period;
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
- is not effective in that some allocation sites will not deliver the scale of development the Submission Plan currently
assumes, and the identified needs will not therefore, be met; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing to meet identified needs.

Summary:

Objection to Policy D1, considered unsound as it:
-has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the OAN, including unmet
development requirements in the HMAs, will be met within the plan period;
-is not justified-not the most appropriate strategy
-is not effective in that some allocation sites will not deliver the scale of development the Submission Plan currently
assumes; and
-is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and boosting the supply of housing.

Change to Plan

Proposed Change
Revise policy as follows:
- The deliverability of individual sites at Aylesbury must be carefully examined and a robust housing trajectory prepared
in that light;
- A further contingency should be built into the proposed housing supply to ensure that there is sufficient flexibility
within the strategy to ensure that the minimum housing needs are actually met in the plan period; and
- Additional allocations are required as part of a broader (but still sustainable) development strategy, particularly at the
Large and Medium Villages (see also representations to Policy S3 & D2).
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Respondent: Land at Brook Farm [32131]

Agent:

Phillips Planning Services Limited (Mr Frazer
Hickling) [29654]

Full Text:

A representation statement has been prepared on behalf of Mrs Collier and Mr Chambers,
owners of Brook Farm, Broughton Lane, Broughton, Aylesbury. It is being submitted with this
form and contains our comments on the proposed submission version of the emerging VALP.
In summary, it is considered that the council should seek to identify a greater number of allocations,
and that the land at Brook Farm, Broughton is ideally located and suitable to be identified for housing.
The site sits in close proximity to the proposed urban expansion area (Kingsbrook development ref.
AGT6 on policy map), is within the heart of a new network of strategic roads in and around Aylesbury,
and can be delivered without resulting in coalescence, with a protected green buffer formed along the
Bear Brook, in keeping with the spirit of the proposed Green Infrastructure proposals.
The site has previously been formerly submitted via the Call-for-Sites process in 2016 and its
availability highlighted in a previous representation on the draft VALP. There is no clear indication
that the site was thoroughly assessed and it does not appear in the latest version of the Housing and
Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA- published January 2017).This is despite receiving
confirmation of receipt from the Council. This constitutes a gross error in our view to which we strongly
object. Our clients are logically concerned and hope to see this rectified.
For this reason the emerging VALP is not entirely sound as it has not been positively prepared due to
our client's site seemingly not being assessed in the correct manner.

Summary:

In summary, it is considered that the council should seek to identify a greater number of allocations, and that the land
at Brook Farm, Broughton is ideally located and suitable to be identified for housing. The site sits in close proximity to
the proposed urban expansion area (Kingsbrook development ref. AGT6 on policy map), is within the heart of a new
network of strategic roads in and around Aylesbury,
and can be delivered without resulting in coalescence, with a protected green buffer formed along the Bear Brook, in
keeping with the spirit of the proposed Green Infrastructure proposals.

Change to Plan

All sites submitted as part of the Call-for-Sites process such as our clients' site at Brook Farm, Broughton, Aylesbury
should be assessed in the correct manner. This is crucial in the preparation of a sound Local Plan as potential
allocations form part of the evidence base which informs the housing provision trajectory of the district.
The failure to assess the land at Brook Farm is considered to be a gross error on the Council's part to which we
strongly object and raise concerns regarding potential maladministration. It is considered that the correct assessment
of the land at Brook Farm would make Policies D1 and D-AGT6 sound/legally compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Land at Brook Farm 32131_Redacted.pdf
Land at Brook Farm 32131 Completed Response_Redacted.pdf
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D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The town of Aylesbury will not cope with this amount of growth even with a new title of Garden Town.

Summary:

The town of Aylesbury will not cope with this amount of growth even with a new title of Garden Town.

Change to Plan

Plan for sensible Growth based on figures of practical population increase for the area, ensuring the current
infrastructure is improved to cope with the increase of people
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Legal?
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D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We consider the VALP does not properly consider the cumulative effects of the Garden Town with the proposed
redevelopment at RAF Halton and with the major expansion of Princes Risborough, which lies only a short distance
beyond the District boundary. Our Parish lies between all three of these major proposals and the A4010 through the
Parish will become an increasingly important strategic road to support the schemes. Wycombe District Council
proposes to re-route the road as part of the Princes Risborough proposals and the timing of the Garden Town housing
growth and infrastructure delivery should take this into account.

Summary:

We consider the VALP does not properly consider the cumulative effects of the Garden Town with the proposed
redevelopment at RAF Halton and with the major expansion of Princes Risborough, which lies only a short distance
beyond the District boundary. Our Parish lies between all three of these major proposals and the A4010 through the
Parish will become an increasingly important strategic road to support the schemes. Wycombe District Council
proposes to re-route the road as part of the Princes Risborough proposals and the timing of the Garden Town housing
growth and infrastructure delivery should take this into account.

Change to Plan

Add to final sentence of bullet (b): ... to address the impacts of new garden communities in Aylesbury Vale and in
Wycombe District ... how it will be delivered and funded and the District Council will liaise with Wycombe District
Council to co-ordinate the development with that at Princes Risborough.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Manor Oak Homes - Director (Mr William Main)
[29966]

Agent:

Full Text:

Strutt & Parker (Sophie Horsley) [32183]

Strutt & Parker act on behalf of Manor Oak Homes and the landowners in promoting two parcels of land to the south of
Stoke Mandeville for residential development. The two parcels of land were assessed in the draft HELAA (May 2016)
as sites SMD001 and SMD002.
Strutt & Parker submitted a Vision Document prepared by First Environment Consultants Limited to the Council in
response to its draft Local Plan consultation (Summer 2016), which is attached to this representation for ease of
reference and should be read in conjunction with it. Since that time a planning application for 375 dwellings
(16/04238/AOP) has been submitted on Area 1 (SMD002) and at the time
of writing is awaiting a decision and is being appealed on the grounds of non-determination.
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town states that 7,810 homes (48%) are allocated at Aylesbury through six
major sites and eight smaller sites. Strutt & Parker submit that it is unrealistic that all of
these homes can be delivered during the Plan period, for a number of reasons:
1. The Garden City principles regarding design and green infrastructure standards and community
engagement that the Council seek to achieve will result in a longer design and planning phase
than a standard development, which could delay delivery.
x
x
D1
2. The design, funding, phasing and delivery of the infrastructure requirements are unknown and
therefore, the level of infrastructure required to unlock land for development has not be
addressed. Delays in infrastructure funding could easily delay delivery of housing.
3. The Buckinghamshire Authorities own evidence on housing delivery carried out by Wessex
Economics (August 2017) concludes that the appetite of private sector developers to build at
this scale is largely untested and the delivery rate is unlikely to be achievable without all the
relevant public sector bodies playing a proactive role as housing enablers, with a particular
emphasis on getting sites to the construction phase (paragraph 14).
Furthermore, the Policy lacks detail about how infrastructure will be funded, delivered and phased and
leaves these matters to a Strategic Infrastructure Delivery SPD, and detailed design guidance to a
Design Guidance SPD. Strutt & Parker consider that the infrastructure requirements of a site are
fundamental to establishing the principle of development and should therefore be considered through
the Local Plan or other DPD, and not left to an SPD. This is particularly the case, given the multiple
landownership interests in the allocations. Paragraph 3.48 of the draft Local Plan states that the
preparation of a Community Infrastructure Levy or Local Infrastructure Tariff is at an early stage, and
therefore the ability of the Council to collect money for infrastructure from developers through s106
contributions will be restricted by Regulation 123 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010, which could further frustrate delivery of infrastructure. The Council submitted an expression of
interest to DCLG for Housing Infrastructure Funding in September 2017, covering highways
infrastructure in Aylesbury and including this section road, though the outcome of this bid is as yet
unknown. Furthermore, to qualify for the funding the projects must be capable of delivery by 2020/21,
which is questionable given the timetable for the Local Plan and ring road projects.
In respect of the South Aylesbury allocation (D-AGT1) the Council acknowledge that the availability of
part of the allocation is unknown, which could affect the deliverability of the site as a whole, but also the
delivery of the outer link road. Delivery costs for this section of the road are likely to be particularly high
given the requirement to cross the railway line and its delivery is reliant on external funding, which is
not yet confirmed.
In respect of the South West Aylesbury allocation (D-AGT2), the Council states that delivery of the
allocation is reliant on HS2. Furthermore, there is uncertainty over access and the noise constraints
associated with HS2 and the impact of these constraints on site capacity is unknown. The Council
suggests that these would be resolved through a Masterplan and Delivery SPD for the site, however
Strutt & Parker considers that such fundamental issues should be dealt with at the Local Plan stage in
order to establish the deliverability of the site and the contribution it can make to the housing target
during the Plan period. The IDP states that this development will be expected to deliver the south
western section of the Outer link road at an indicative cost of up to £31m. In addition to requirements
for noise mitigation and flood risk mitigation there appear to be significant abnormal costs associated
with this site that could affect its deliverability.
Consequently, Strutt & Parker consider that the delivery of 7,810 homes at the Aylesbury Garden Town
is unrealistic and therefore Policy D1 (including subsections D-AGT1 and D-AGT2) is ineffective and
unsound as defined by paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Strutt & Parker consider that Policy D1 is unsound on the basis that the deliverability of the strategic
allocations (D AGT1 and D AGT2 in particular) is not sufficiently evidenced through the strategic
transport strategy, Infrastructure Delivery Plan or Viability Study and therefore does not meet the
requirements of paragraph 182 of the NPPF to be justified. The deliverability of the housing numbers is
questionable given that there is no certainty regarding funding and delivery of the infrastructure required
to unlock sites, therefore the Policy is not considered effective.
Please specify the changes needed to be made to make the Plan sound/ legally compliant:
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In order to ensure that the Plan can make its agreed contribution to the housing needs of the housing
market area it should allocate further sites in sustainable locations that do not require significant new
infrastructure alongside the longer term ambitions for achieving a Garden Town at Aylesbury through
larger urban extensions. Strutt & Parker submits that the sites it represents at Stoke Mandeville are
suitable, available and can deliver in the early part of the Plan period.
Summary:

Strutt & Parker consider that Policy D1 is unsound on the basis that the deliverability of the strategic allocations (D
AGT1 and D AGT2 in particular) is not sufficiently evidenced through the strategic transport strategy, Infrastructure
Delivery Plan or Viability Study and therefore does not meet the requirements of paragraph 182 of the NPPF to be
justified. The deliverability of the housing numbers is questionable given that there is no certainty regarding funding and
delivery of the infrastructure required to unlock sites, therefore the Policy is not considered effective.

Change to Plan

In order to ensure that the Plan can make its agreed contribution to the housing needs of the housing market area it
should allocate further sites in sustainable locations that do not require significant new infrastructure alongside the
longer term ambitions for achieving a Garden Town at Aylesbury through larger urban extensions. Strutt & Parker
submits that the sites it represents at Stoke Mandeville are suitable, available and can deliver in the early part of the
Plan period.
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Attachments:
Manor Oak Homes 29966, Sophie Horsley 32183 Vision DOc.pdf
Manor Oak Homes 29966, Sophie Horsley 32183.pdf
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D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

We support the statement; 'The site
layout and design should also take
account with key long-distance
views to the Chiltern Hills', and
designed using 'a landscape-led
approach'. However, it should be
made clear to developers that any
development (as 'major' is not
defined in the NPPF) likely to impact
the AONB provide a Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment in line
with the method devised by the
Landscape Institute (version3),
including mitigation measures, as
part of any planning application in
line with policy NE4.

Change to Plan

Rewording of 4.38 or individual
site policies to add a requirement,
for any development likely to
impact the AONB, for an LVIA in
line with the Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (V3) May 2013.
Thoroughly consider any
comments made by the Chilterns
AONB board.
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Respondent: Stoke Mandeville Parish Council (Mr. Tony
Skeggs) [31618]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached comments on the VALP from Stoke Mandeville Parish Council.
There are 3 separate documents that are being submitted.

Summary:

Additional principles in design and delivery to be:
* Use of green infrastructure to avoid coalescence with neighbouring settlements
* Parish councils to be consulted on, and contribute towards, the overall design and
Developing design
* In the absence of a made Neighbourhood Plan, evidence gathered in its creation may be
introduced to the appropriate design and planning forum by a parish council.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Attachments:
Skeggs Tony 31618 B- Response &amp; Representation Form - Policy S1.pdf
Skeggs Tony 31618 C- Response Representation Form - Background.pdf
Skeggs Tony 31618 A- Response &amp; Representation Form - Policy D1.pdf
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Respondent: Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP [32240]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

Whilst we support the allocation of the Rabans Lane site (Ref: D-AYL115) for, at least, 200 units, it is considered that
additional land at Rabans Lane/Brunel Close should be considered as part of a comprehensive scheme, together with
the proposed D-AYL115 allocation.

Change to Plan

Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP also own the land to the east of Rabans Lane, which, if allocated, could form a more
comprehensive and sustainable development to deliver c.200 units and c.2.6ha for a high density employment use.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
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Attachments:
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy H6.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E1.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E2.pdf
1996f_Redacted.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D1.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D-AYL115.pdf
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Respondent: Department for Education (Liz Pickering) [29757]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached a response to your VALP consultation, submitted on behalf of the Education and Skills Funding
Agency.

Summary:

This representation refers to the Support of land allocation and safeguarding of land for schools at:
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
D-AGT2: South west Aylesbury
D-AGT3: Aylesbury north of A41
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
D-AGT6: Kingsbrook
D-NLV001 Salden Chase
D-HAL003 RAF Halton
The representation also identifies modifications to ensure the plan is positively prepared and effective. See: Change to
Plan

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Barwood Land and Estates [32310]

Agent:

Chilmark Consulting Ltd (Mike Taylor) [29509]

Full Text:

Please find the enclose representations and covering letter with respect to the current Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:
Proposed Submission consultation.

Summary:

policy and proposed housing allocation sites for Aylesbury town are not the most appropriate
strategy when considered against alternatives. The ability to deliver the new highways and access
infrastructure that AVDC believe is critical for the VALP to allow development to come forward
particularly on the south and south-western sites (D-AGT1 and D-AGT2) is not evidenced with any
certainty. The evidence base for the proposed housing allocations in and around Aylesbury town
suffers fundamental and fatal flaws and is deficient in its appraisal of potential development sites such
as BLEL's land interest at Fleet Marston (FLM-001) which has been omitted.

Change to Plan

see attached representation
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Attachments:
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy T1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy D1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Proposed Submission VALP - BLEL 141217.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Site Omission FLM001 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S3 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S2 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy NE5 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy H1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1180 - 28198 - D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town - iii

1180

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

In line with our rationale set out in Section 3, we object to the requirement for individual sitespecific
SPDs.

Change to Plan

Criteria d, e and f, replicate other policies of the VALP and are unnecessary and should be
deleted.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Wood Michael 32169.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1201 - 32204 - D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town - i, ii, iii, iv

1201

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Ms Eleanor
Fritton) [32204]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please refer to the attached submission.

Summary:

Making specific reference to the allocations at South Aylesbury and South West Aylesbury at Policy D1 - Delivering
Aylesbury Garden Town, Berkeley are doubtful whether these sites will be delivered in full within the plan period given
their reliance on the delivery of key infrastructure, including HS2.
For these reasons Berkeley is of the view that the level of housing proposed in the Local Plan will not be delivered and,
as a consequence, the housing need in the HMA will not be met in full.

Change to Plan

Please refer to paragraphs 4.8 - 4.11 (Summary and Conclusion) of the attached submission
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Respondent: Sarah Way [29008]
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N/A

Full Text:
I wish to comment on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, which cover the planning applications for Hampden
Fields and Woodlands.
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village. This is not an Effective approach
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes.
Not Effective.
Summary:

The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
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Respondent: Arnold White Estates (Bob Williams) [32001]
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Full Text:

Gardner Planning Ltd (Mr Geoff Gardner) [29664]

I attach the response to the consultation on the Proposed Submission VALP on behalf of Arnold White Estates. This is
in the format of a full written Response because it deals with matters that cannot be adequately set out in a simple form.
However, a completed facsimile of you form is attached as an appendix with contact details and a summary of the
representations (by policy number on separate sheets).
Please acknowledge receipt, note that I wish to participate in the Examination and keep me advised of progress.
Full summary given where it was more than 100 words (more detail in the main report):
S2
1. In order for the Plan to be 'sound' it must be based on robust evidence. The ORS
HEDNA, and thus the basis for the housing numbers in Policy S2 of the PSVALP, is long
and detailed, but essentially flawed. Its robustness is challenged by comparison with
three other sources in which ORS arrives at an annual OAN (970 homes p.a. for the
District) which is well below these: the ONS household projections (1,092), the GL
Hearn 2015 HEDNA (1,326) and the DCLG new methodology (1,499). Even the early
versions of the VALP/HEDNA had a higher OAN based on ONS 2012 projections. Yet
when these figures rose in the 2014 based projections (from 18,404 to 21,028) the
ORS figures fell (from 21,289 to 19,385). Also, the adjustment for migration trends
and other adjustments seem to fluctuate wildly (compare fig 109 in October 2015
with fig 122 in September 2017).
2. The HEDNA's low number is based on an early assumption that the use of a 10-year
migration trend is superior to that which continues to be used by ONS, even though
ORS have raised this point many times in recent years and are likely to be in close
touch with ONS. The ORS methodology reduces the ONS 'demographic starting
point' by over 4,000 households or 19%. There are then many further 'adjustments'
which are very detailed but almost incomprehensible. Even without the higher
numbers of the DCLG new methodology, it fails the test of "simpler, quicker, and
more transparent". A principle of the new methodology is to add a margin well
above household projections. Whilst the DCLG 2017 consultation states that Plans
submitted before 31.3.17 "will continue with the current plan preparation", the ORS
HEDNA numbers are so different to those derived from other sources that a complete
re-assessment is required and the PSVALP should then be based on the new, simpler
and transparent methodology.
3. The GL Hearn 2015 HEDNA arrived at an OAN (without allowance for accommodating
unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities) of 1,326 home p.a. mainly because it
added housing needs of greater economic growth. The Cambs-MK-Oxford Growth Corridor vision and proposals of
2017, supported in the Autumn Budget, reinforce
and extend that growth potential and the consequent need for more housing.
4. The provision for unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities may be inadequate
when the new DCLG methodology is applied to their numbers which are significantly
higher than currently anticipated.
5. The 5-year housing land supply figures are wrongly calculated in PSVALP paras 3.78 3.80 and Table 7 because inadequate provision is made for 'persistent underperformance'
and the correct figures show that a 5-year supply cannot be provided.
This is contrary to NPPF para 47.
6. PSVALP Policy S2, in terms of housing numbers, is therefore unsound because it is
not:
* Positively prepared - the objectively assessed housing needs are not based on
clear and robust evidence, and unmet requirements from adjoining Authorities
may be higher than anticipated.
* Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence.
* Consistent with national policy - no account is taken of the Housing White
Paper and the growth proposals for the Cambs-MK-Oxford Corridor; and
provision for the 5-year housing land supply is inadequate.
D1 & S2
1. Whilst the term "Garden Town" is unobjectionable, the reality is that all the
Aylesbury sites are just urban extensions, two of which (AGT5 Berryfields and AGT6
Kingsbrook) already have planning permission and two (AGT3 Aston Clinton and AGT4
Hampden Fields) are the subject of applications submitted in early 2016.
2. In reality, therefore, the majority of "Garden Town" already (or almost) has planning
permission. Only two sites AGT1 (South Aylesbury) and AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury)
effectively seem open to discussion.
3. In relation to PSVALP Policies CP2 and D1, this Response raises objections to the
proposed allocation of both sites:
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* AGT1 (South Aylesbury, 1,000 homes) is a collection of 6 small sites in different
ownerships without highway access, such that delivery must be in doubt.
* AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury, 1,550 homes) is severely constrained by HS2 of
which the centre line forms the south-west boundary of the site such that for at
least 100m into the site there can be no housing, and even beyond that living
conditions would be uncomfortable. The conclusion of the Core Strategy
Inspector's report in June 2010 on this site was "This would have a major
impact on the deliverability and potentially, the viability of the SGA, through
significant land take in the SW site".
The Plan is therefore unsound because
Positively prepared - two major sites have been allocated not based on clear and
robust evidence.
Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence. Two
other sites proposed by GPL/AWEL are more sustainable, provide significant
benefits, are deliverable and are not adversely affected by HS2.
Berryfields East
1. The AWEL Berryfields East site (Appendix 3 in Full Response) to the NW of Aylesbury
should be considered as part of the growth of Aylesbury as a 'garden town'. The site
was submitted in response to the 'call for sites' in April 2014. It has a gross area of
some 20ha and a net developable area of some 11ha, with a capacity for some 350
homes.
2. The HELAA response was to raise concerns about landscape, impact on the setting of
the Scheduled Ancient Monument and biodiversity. These were broadly the reasons
for rejecting an appeal on the site in 2012. However, the scheme has been radically
revised since then to take account of the reasons for dismissal and has been
considerably reduced in terms of site area and numbers of dwellings. The appeal
decision related to some 1,380 dwellings on the larger site of some 33ha net.
Appendix 3 shows the revised illustrative masterplan, which has regard to the
Inspector's findings, and, for comparison, the rejected masterplan.
3. As well as a substantial reduction in site area and numbers of dwellings, the revised
scheme demonstrates significant changes since the last scheme was dismissed 5
years ago:
* The Western Link Road is now constructed and the Berryfields development has
advanced which changes the character and appearance of the local countryside
and the setting of the SAM.
* A substantial gap is provided between the eastern boundary of the
development area and Weedon Hill Urban Extension further to the east.
* Extensive open countryside in the new scheme would enhance the countryside
setting.
* The need for housing growth around Aylesbury is much greater than in
2010/12, and this Response has demonstrated that the PSVALP will have a
shortfall in requirements of thousands of homes.
* The site is unaffected by HS2.
* The landscape objection falls away because of the LUC study which designates
the nearest landscape designation being the Quainton-Wing Hills, some 2.76
km from the site to the nearest point just south of Weedon.
4. The HELAA seems to be assessing the 2010 scheme which is now superseded. The
new proposals are achievable, suitable and deliverable (the site is in single
ownership), and all within 5 years.
5. The proposal for the 'Aylesbury Linear Park' is supported. The plan on p66 is
somewhat difficult to read in the vicinity of Berryfields East but shows this Park as the
open land south of the Western Relief Road partly on land in the same ownership as
Berryfields East. Development on Berryfields East would therefore facilitate this
section of the Linear Park/green infrastructure network. Such integration of
development and green infrastructure is encouraged in Policy I1:
The Council will work with partners to ensure that existing and new green
infrastructure is identified, planned, delivered, enhanced and managed in a
strategic way as an integral part of supporting sustainable communities and
sustainable growth. The Council will implement the most up-to-date green
infrastructure strategies. Green infrastructure networks whether existing or
potential are expected to be a key part of site masterplanning as required in the
VALP.
6. Berryfields East, capacity 350 dwellings, should therefore be added to the list of
sites for Aylesbury in Policies S2 and D1.
Waddesdon
1. Waddesdon has been 'under-scored' in the settlement hierarchy by one factor distance to a main settlement - based on inaccurate measurement (see paras 2.28 2.30 above). In fact, Waddesdon is a 'large' large village with extensive facilities
(including a school, retailing, employment, good public transport, police and fire
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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stations, hotel and stately home), but is fundamentally harmed by the passage of
heavy traffic on the A41, which bisects the settlement.
2. However, Waddesdon is classed as a 'large village' in the hierarchy, which means
(emphasis in bold):
* As stated in the introduction to this report, the settlement hierarchy purpose is
not only to identify the current role of settlements through the facilities and
services they provide, but also to help define a sustainable settlement hierarchy
to facilitate decisions through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan on which
settlements are best placed to accommodate future development.
* Larger, more sustainable villages that have at least a reasonable access to
facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations
for development.
3. Despite this encouragement, there are no housing allocations in the PSVALP for
Waddesdon.
4. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
5. The Inspector's Report on the NP included the following extracts:
In my assessment, the promotion of this major development to the north of the
village, together with a projected A41 Relief Road, is a matter of strategic districtwide
importance which falls properly to be considered as part of the preparation of
the VALP.
6. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
7. The proposed development at Waddesdon (Appendix 4 in full Response) includes the
advantages as fully set out in the full Response, e.g.
* provision of some 600 homes, either in the context of the housing shortfall
detailed or as an opportunity site
* the creation of a Garden Village development
* facilitation of a relief road and improvements to the central area of the village
* provision of a village green
* improvement to the appearance of the site by removal of poor and redundant
agricultural buildings
8. These are interesting times when much of planning orthodoxy is being overturned in
order to meet society's real needs (especially housing). It is turning away from
negative stances of protectionism against development towards positive action which
benefits all parts of the community which it serves. The first policy (S1) in the DP
begins:
The council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions so that proposals
can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the
economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.
9. AVDC has the opportunity to put this into practice at Waddesdon and include the
AWEL development proposal as a strategic site in the Local Plan in Policies S2 and
D1.
Summary:

Applies to D1&S2. Garden town sites are just urban extensions, most are committed apart from AGT1 and AGT2, both
of which are objected too. AGT1 is a collection of 6 small sites in different ownerships without highway access, such
that delivery must be in doubt. AGT2 is severely constrained by HS2 of which the centre line forms the south-west
boundary of the site such that for at least 100m into the site there can be no housing, and even beyond that living
conditions would be uncomfortable. Two alternative sites are proposed that are deliverable, details are provided in full
text.

Change to Plan

Thus, as well as the substantial shortfall in overall numbers demonstrated in the first
objection to SP2, these two remaining urban extensions to Aylesbury should be
deleted adding a further 2,550 shortfall in housing numbers.
Add the following alternative or additional sites (Berryfields East and a extension to Waddesdon)to Policies D1 and S2
with consequential changes.
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Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D1
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
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N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D1
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
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Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy D1 'Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town'
1. These representations relate to land at South West Aylesbury, allocated in the Local Plan as part of the wider
Aylesbury Garden Town proposals under draft Policy D-AGT2. We respond separately in connection with that policy.
2. Policy D1 of the Local Plan deals generally with the Aylesbury Garden Town proposals, outlining that it is the focus
for the majority of the district's growth - an approach which we support and which is supported by the Council's
settlement hierarchy. It identifies a range of sites (both major and smaller sites) which are allocated for development,
including land at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2). We support this allocation specifically.
3. Further, we support the Council's vision for strategic growth at Aylesbury town as part of a 'garden town' concept,
with the town being the focus for the majority of the District's development and investment. As the largest town in the
district (and the County town for Buckinghamshire), and given its central location and lack of higher order
environmental constraints, this is wholly appropriate and indeed necessary in order to ensure a sustainable distribution
of development in the district (and the Housing Market Area more widely).
4. However, we make the following more specific comments on Policy D1.
Overall Housing Numbers
5. The policy as drafted suggests that Aylesbury town will deliver 16,398 homes over the Plan period to 2033. Taking
account of completions and commitments, it suggests that 7,810 homes are already provided for. It then identifies how
it makes provision for the remainder, including the allocation of land at South West Aylesbury. However, consistent with
our response to Policy S2 and Table 1, it should be made clear that the number of homes referred to is a minimum and
not a ceiling, consistent with the objective to boost significantly the supply of housing as required by the Framework at
Paragraph 47, and general good practice in Local Plan production.
Criteria a, b, g and h - Supplementary Planning Documents
6. Criteria a, b, g and h. all make reference to the preparation by the Council of Supplementary Planning Documents
(SPDs), including detailed design guidance and site-specific SPDs. We note that none of the documents referred to
have yet been prepared. The policy suggests that the emerging Garden Town proposals will have regard to these
SPDs, raising the possibility that applications submitted before these documents are produced, applications
encouraged by the Council for good planning reasons, could be refused on the basis of prematurity or ultimately a
conflict with documents which do not currently exist.
7. We are aware that a number of the strategic sites within the wider Garden Town proposals already benefit from
resolutions to grant planning permission - notably the Hampden Fields site (which forms part of the allocated site DAGT4 'Aylesbury South of A41') and Aylesbury Woodlands site (which forms part of the allocated site D-AGT3
'Aylesbury north of A41').
8. Further, the Local Plan is clear at paragraph 4.44 that an application on the land at South West Aylesbury is due in
December 2017 (albeit that this submission date has now pushed back slightly to Q1 2018). A planning application is
currently being prepared and extensive preapplication discussions have already taken place with both Aylesbury Vale
District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council (with Planning Performance Agreements in place with both).
9. The Council has made it clear that it supports the accelerated delivery of development on land at South West
Aylesbury and, indeed, this is a fundamental element / objective of its garden town status.
10. Against this background, we consider that there is no benefit in a number of the SPD's proposed by the Council.
The proposals in the Local Plan for each site are already extremely detailed (and could be added to if required) and
given the advanced status of many of the key strategic allocations (with two major sites already benefitting from
resolutions to grant permission), there would be no real benefit to such SPD's. Indeed, they would serve only to divert
Council resources and potential act as a barrier to accelerated housing delivery.
11. As such, the references to these SPDs should be deleted from the policy.
Criterion i - Treatment of Community Assets
12. In outlining the treatment of community assets, criterion i. states that opportunities for sustainable governance and
stewardship should be established. It goes on to suggest that arrangements should be funded by developers and
should include community representation.
13. Whilst we do not take issue with the broad thrust of this, the policy as worded suggests that community
representation in such governance is an obligation. Whilst opportunities for such representation can be provided by the
Council and developers, it is clearly beyond the control of either to require communities to be involved. This is a matter
for each community to consider. Accordingly, we consider that this criterion should be amended to reflect this
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Suggested Changes
Amend Policy D1 to make it clear that:
i. Reference to housing numbers is a minimum and not a ceiling i.e. referring to the delivery of 'at least 16,398 new
homes';
ii. Delete all references to subsequent SPDs;
iii. Amend criterion i. to read: '' Establishing opportunities for appropriate and sustainable governance and stewardship
arrangement for community assets including green space, public realm, community and other facilities. Such
arrangements should be funded by developments and consider the inclusion of community representation''.
Summary:

Object, D1:
That we support the vision for Aylesbury as part of the garden town concept but that the number of new homes should
be referred to as a minimum, that the various SPDs are unnecessary and that community involvement in the treatment
of community assets is beyond the control of the Council or developers.

Change to Plan

Suggested Changes
Amend Policy D1 to make it clear that:
i. Reference to housing numbers is a minimum and not a ceiling i.e. referring to the delivery of 'at least 16,398 new
homes';
ii. Delete all references to subsequent SPDs;
iii. Amend criterion i. to read: '' Establishing opportunities for appropriate and sustainable governance and stewardship
arrangement for community assets including green space, public realm, community and other facilities. Such
arrangements should be funded by developments and consider the inclusion of community representation''.
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
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Respondent: Mrs Claudia Belardo [32036]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
As a resident of Stoke Mandeville village I would like to raise grave concerns for the outline plan put forward by AVDC.
The inconsistencies contained therein are so alarmingly confusing and worrying as they directly counter all objectives
that the purportedly aim to address for the better and will result in the complete obliteration of Aylesbury's southern
villages.
Case and point:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Number of houses proposed goes against Central Government guidance
The number of houses that AVDC is proposing directly contradicts the number stated as being required in the Housing
Need Consultation Data (Published 14th September 2017) (attached)
ONS code: E07000004 - Aylesbury Vale.
Higher number: "Indicative assessment of housing need based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026 (dwellings per
annum)" = 1,499 per annum = this is maximum of 14,990 houses in this time period for this area.
Actual Number "Current local assessment of housing need, based on most recent publicly available document
(dwellings per annum)" = 965 per annum = this is maximum of 9,650 houses in this time period for this area.
However, these latest proposals would see nearer 23,000 new homes being built which far outstrips what has been
ruled as Sustainable for the area.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS and 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The proposed transport strategy has not been finalised and even confirmed as viable. Consequently, and by the
Council's own admission that want to raise funds to build any new roads by building houses first which is, in itself, a selfdefeating objective.
Specifically thinking about Stoke Mandeville - the latest new road proposal for this village effectively moves the bulk of
traffic from one road to another and with the increase in housing in the vicinity there has been nothing good in place to
alleviate the current problem nor the exasperation which will inevitably occur as a result of yet more houses. This can
currently be seen in the Berryfields and Buckingham Park estates.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This proposal is a direct contradiction of these terms. With this proposal, the Council is successfully stripping
Aylesbury and any surrounding areas of green space and it is not being replaced. Engulfing surrounding villages and
making Aylesbury into a City.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Plans earlier this year specifically detailed that "The following settlements do not require any allocations in this plan as
either their housing requirement has already been met, or due to their proximity to major development areas around
Aylesbury, no allocations are required:
Aston Clinton
Stoke Mandeville"
The latest plans not only overrule that but have stripped all remaining green space in Stoke Mandeville village.
Including land that AVDC had previously deemed as being "unsuitable for housing or economic development" as
detailed on the red areas outlined in the following plan published by the Aylesbury Vale Draft Housing and Economic
Land Development Assessment 2015
http://www.stokemandevilleparishcouncil.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Capture.png
I specifically refer to SM006, SM00, SM008 and SM010. This land floods. The nature of this land has not changed and
the stream that is created from all the excess water that these fields harbour will currently run through the residents'
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back gardens along Dorchester Close due wet periods and already flood - and that is with no housing on this land. To
give some indication as to the amount of water these fields hold. If they are no longer able to retain some of this water
and it all spills into these seasonal streams, then this will create a massive flooding problem which is why they are
deemed unsuitable for development.
Even the Garden Town Concept Plans, that AVDC published indicated this as a green zone:
http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Garden_Town_Concept_Plan.pdf
(area circled in yellow)
Yet in AVDC's most latest plans: http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/StokeMandeville-VALP-Allocations.pdf
The same area has been allocated as AGT1. The unsuitable land now allocated for housing and Stoke Mandeville
village has disappeared being renumbered as AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town 1).
Not only building on land that should not be built on but indicating a coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville
and Hampden Hall. Which is a wholly unjustified strategy which obliterates the character and identity of Stoke
Mandeville whilst at the same time eradicating the open countryside between settlements.
In summary, AVDC's most recent proposal not only goes contrary to that which Central Government has advised but
also seeks to slowly engulf and absorb all surrounding villages and settlements that add character to this rural part of
Buckinghamshire.
The infrastructure cannot sustain any move to become a city, which in essence this latest proposal creates and I have
grave concerns about the transparency of what AVDC is actually suggesting in this proposal since it is clearly not in
any way an Aylesbury a 'Garden Town'.
I urge you to look carefully at these inconsistencies and appeal to your wider knowledge to consider the impact that
allowing these ill-considered plans through.
Summary:

This proposal is a direct contradiction of these terms. With this proposal, the Council is successfully stripping
Aylesbury and any surrounding areas of green space and it is not being replaced. Engulfing surrounding villages and
making Aylesbury into a City.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The infrastructure cannot sustain any move to become a city, which in essence this latest proposal creates and I have
grave concerns about the transparency of what AVDC is actually suggesting in this proposal, it is clearly not in any way
a 'Garden Town'
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
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Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

Policy D1 should be amended to make clear that the housing numbers for the Aylesbury Garden Town are expressed
as a minimum, reference to SPDs are removed and a more flexible approach to green infrastructure is outlined for
smaller sites.
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Respondent: Mr Richard Wise [28657]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
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Respondent: Barbara White [30160]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
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Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. To make the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be
addressed. This cannot be achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date
measurements of current traffic flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional
housing will generate is essential. Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
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Respondent: Barbara White [30160]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
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Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are driving the significant housing pans for
these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. In addition to these developments we have significant developments in
Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively mitigate the amount of traffic generated
by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not been done as there are serious flaws in
the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Fundamental concerns regarding the scale of delivery proposed to Aylesbury Garden Town over the plan period.
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Respondent: W K Boxhall [28450]
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N/A

3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
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Respondent: Mrs Ann Webbley [28640]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was mooted; they have not been
rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. Also the currently planned and proposed
developments are not sustainable in that they will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life. The
plan also needs to commit improving air quality.

Change to Plan

The plan also needs to commit improving air quality.
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Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

Our principle concern with the Proposed Submission Local Plan is that the spatial
strategy and housing delivery strategies articulated at Proposed Policies S2 and D1 lead
to an overconcentration of allocations at Aylesbury. In turn, this leads to resultant
concerns regarding the deliverability of these allocations and market saturation and
delays in delivery, as has been seen for many years at Berryfields and Weedon Hill.
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

would bring to attention that the strategy of seeking to deliver circa. 60
percent of the housing provision envisaged in the Proposed Submission Local Plan in
one place will necessarily carry with it a requirement to deliver a correspondingly great
amount of new infrastructure. With such infrastructure requiring the necessary funding
mechanisms to be implemented to ensure delivery. The experience of many authorities
which have sought to concentrate growth into large allocations at an existing large
settlement shows that the expense of providing such infrastructure delays, or outright
inhibits, the delivery of planned growth.
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

large scale strategic
allocation in the majority of cases take circa 6 years to deliver the first dwelling. Given
that a number of the strategic sites do not even have planning permission, ASL has a
number of concerns surrounding the housing trajectory.
In its current form ASL question the effectiveness (and thus soundness) of the overall
Local Plan strategy,
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. I object to the amount of growth at Aylesbury and
particularly to the South. The transport strategy does not mitigate the amount of additional traffic that will be generated
by the colossal amount of development that is proposed.
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Respondent: Mr David Lear [32185]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas (Mr Peter Canavan) [32445]

On behalf of the landowners, Carter Jonas fully supports the allocation of land at Manor Farm, Broughton within the site
allocation known as "Aylesbury north of A41" to accommodate circa 350 dwellings. The site is available for
development and deliverable, with no known constraints. According to the Environment Agency flood risk map, the
majority of the site lies within flood zone 1 (lowest probability of flooding).
A site plan showing our client's land interests is attached to this form as Appendix A.
The site is both deliverable and developable, being available now, offering a suitable location for residential
development and being capable of being viably developed as proposed in the draft Policy.
The site is well related to Aylesbury to its west. To its north lies the development of Kingsbrook which is currently under
construction with the northern strategic access link (ELR (N)) targeted for completion by 2021. To its south east lies the
development of Woodlands which has a resolution to grant planning
permission and which includes a strategic link road connecting with the Eastern Link Road North (ELR (N)) and the A41
Aston Clinton Road (this is known as the Eastern Link Road South (ELR(S)).
The development proposals up to 2022 include the delivery of the ELR (S). To its south lies the development of
Hampden Fields which also has a resolution to grant outline planning permission for development of up to 3,000
houses. The development includes a strategic link road (SLR) to be delivered in the early phases of the development.
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Access to the land at Manor Farm would be taken from the proposed Eastern Link Road (South) to be delivered as part
of the adjoining Woodlands development to the south east. The Manor Farm landowner has a legal agreement in place
with Buckinghamshire Advantage, who are currently promoting the Woodlands project, whereby land required for the
Eastern Link Road where it passes through the proposed Woodlands development can be provided, with an easement
granted to the Manor Farm landowner to enable provision of an access road from the Eastern Link Road upto the
southern boundary of the Manor Farm land which would be capable of supporting the proposed development at Manor
Farm. An illustrative graphic of which is attached as Appendix B.
In summary, the land at Manor Farm, Broughton is surrounded by development on all sides and makes a logical,
deliverable and viable allocation for residential development as part of the Council's wider Garden Town delivery
objectives.

Summary:

On behalf of the landowners, Carter Jonas fully supports the allocation of land known as "Aylesbury north of A41" which
includes land at Manor Farm to accommodate circa 350 dwellings. The site is both deliverable and developable, being
available now, offering a suitable location for residential development and being capable of being viably developed as
proposed in the draft Policy.
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1833

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

As per previous comments, the level of development being apportioned to Aylesbury is too great at 60% of the overall
housing requirement for the district. This strategy continues a long-standing growth framework for the district of
allocating the majority of growth to Aylesbury but which has historically resulted in an under delivery of housing due to
the difficulties associated with bringing forwards large urban extension sites (i.e. the Berryfields site). and reliance upon
so few sites. A consequence of this approach has been a persistent shortfall in housing land supply.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1842a_Redacted.pdf
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1861 - 31191 - D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town - None

1861

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Ms Maureen Simmons [31191]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: GRE Assets [32260]

Agent:

Full Text:

Lichfields (Mr. Myles Smith) [32261]

On behalf of our client, GRE Assets please find below their representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, available for comment until the 14th December 2017. The
representations have been prepared by Lichfields.
The representations take the form of a report which encompasses our clients response to specific policies contained
within the plan, and includes the requisite forms.

Summary:

The Council's site allocations respond to the HEDNA OAHN which as detailed in Section 2.0 of our representations is
unsound. Against the appropriate requirements (34,000 units including unmet housing need), the Council would need to
demonstrate a land supply of c40,000_ including a 10% buffer, The VALP therefore does not allocate enough land to
ensure the housing requirement is met and therefore the spatial strategy is ineffective. Moreover in demonstrating a
5YHLS, the Council utilise a 5% incorrect buffer contrary to the NPPF depsite the recommendations of the HDS.

Change to Plan

The housing requirement should be increased to 26,000 dwellings or 34,000 when including unmet need.
The Council should undertake an assessment of a third scenario for Aston Clinton as a reasonable alternative in the
SA.
The trajectory, set out in the HLSSD, should reflect realistic assumptions on the lead-in times and build out rates for
strategic level allocations.
On the basis of the significant uplift in housing need, additional sites will be required.
The Plan should be modified to include Land north of Aylesbury Road/South of the A41 as an allocation for
development.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Hertfordshire County Council (Martin Wells) [32410]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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Proposed Submission document. The latest forecast for Tring (secondary school) shows a deficit every year, varying
between -0.3 FE to -1.1FE up to 2020/21. An existing inflow of
Resources
Property
approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.
Summary:

HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

For the reasons set out in response to Policy S2 above, we object to the overreliance
on delivery from strategic sites at Aylesbury and identify the need for
additional site allocations at the sustainable settlements identified in Table 2 of
the VALP.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we would prefer "conserve or enhance" as terminology more consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework
and as recognising that sensitive change can take place whilst maintaining or even enhancing the historic environment
. We would also prefer the principle to read ".......the significance of heritage assets and their setting".
In addition, the reference to mitigation implies some harm to heritage assets, both in the first instance and residually,
which would be contrary to the principle of preserving (or conserving) and enhancing such assets. We therefore
suggest omitting "including through mitigation as required".
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Ether Solutions (Mr David Martin) [29611]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in close proximity to Aylesbury centre will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to
economic misery for everyone.
3.15 New settlement
Opportunities from the forthcoming East-West rail and Oxford-Cambridge express road are being missed. Aylesbury
needs to be part of the integrated plan not trying to work on its own.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
Planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive is great BUT it needs to consider the success of that work on
the traffic around the town. It is already grid locked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads need to be consider in terms of the traffic flows from the overall Oxford / Milton Keynes / Cambridge
development arc. Traffic to and from Aylesbury will be impacted. The housing developments in Aylesbury that have
already been approved are now starting to make traffic on existing roads terrible and the ideas for new roads are far too
limited and not resourced for future capacity.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.

Summary:

The plan clearly misses the point "GARDEN" not concrete jungle or building site!
Look at the quality towns which continue to attract people, they all have much more green public space than the
proposal.
As an example, the old "Agricultural College" is subject to "Hampden Fields" housing development, to give any
credibility to "GARDEN TOWN", that cannot happen. It should become a sports centre to celebrate Stoke Mandeville's
position as the home of the "Paralympics", or even public garden specifically designed to meet needs of disabled
people.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: The Guinness Partnership [32249]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Douglas Bond) [32404]

Full Text:

Please find attached the necessary paperwork on behalf of our Client The Guinness Partnership and the
representations regarding the consultation for the Submission Version VALP.

Summary:

For the reasons set out in response to Policy S2 above, we object to the over-reliance on delivery from strategic sites at
Aylesbury and identify the need for additional site allocations at the sustainable settlements identified in Table 2 of the
VALP, in particular at Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

5.8. Such a disproportionate concentration of the new development in strategic sites in Aylesbury will result in a bias of
delivery towards the end of the plan period adding to a significant undersupply from previous years. This will
exacerbate current issues regarding the need and supply of houses within Aylesbury and the wider district.
5.9. The allocation of a greater number of larger and medium size sites at Milton Keynes will ensure a more constant
delivery of houses throughout the plan period and a wider geographic location.
5.10. Such sites will require less significant infrastructure provision thereby allowing houses to be delivered sooner and
throughout the plan period that will be beneficial to the local Aylesbury housing market

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. I object to the amount of growth at
Aylesbury and particularly to the South. The transport strategy does not mitigate the amount of
additional traffic that will be generated by the colossal amount of development that is proposed.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

We would like to see many more public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors
and allotments, and for the entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly
valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the
green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an
extension to Bedgrove Park. In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of
population growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

We consider that this is a risky strategy which relies heavily on housing delivery at one settlement. We suggest that a
detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery of key associated
infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town can be
delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness
document.

Change to Plan

We request that a detailed and robust assessment of housing delivery assumptions and the timetable for the delivery
of key associated infrastructure projects is undertaken to demonstrate that strategic allocations at Aylesbury Garden
Town can be delivered in accordance with the predicted timetable as set out in the VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness document.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and
Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
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Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has
repercussions for the surrounding area but is insufficiently addressed - we
had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of
2017 but this is awaited.
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Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
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I understand that the local plan for the Vale of Aylesbury is the subject of a public enquiry and I would like to add my
comments to those of other residents and organisations who have concerns regarding the current proposals. Please
see below my views on specific sections of the plan:3.22 I am concerned that developments such as Hampden Fields and Woodlands will impose on the identity of
villages such as Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and Wendover as building on such a large scale will cause a
"blurring" of the borders of these villages with Aylesbury itself.
4.17 Interventions such as orbital roads are not happening quickly enough and the impact of 16,000 houses around
the edges of Aylesbury will have an effect on the roads in the town. Our MP David Lidington has already commented
that he does not want Aylesbury to be known as a gridlock town. Well my view is that between 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 am
and also between 3.00 p.m. and 6.30 p.m. on the Tring and Wendover roads in and out of Aylesbury this is already the
situation. Building on such a scale in one location between these two major routes in and out of Aylesbury is only going
to exacerbate the traffic problems we are already experiencing in this location and no amount of orbital or link roads is
going to help.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town I consider to be an insult to the people of Aylesbury. With the amount of
building developments including infilling between existing residences, especially on the Tring Road towards Tring itself,
I am concerned that there will be no room left for any open or green spaces in Aylesbury which will make a mockery of
the name associated with "Garden" towns.
7.20 I think that the AVDC should look to make the most of the Oxford - Cambridge railway as I understand they are
proposing to build a significant amount of housing and related expansion on this line which will open up opportunities to
develop the middle and north areas of Buckinghamshire. This would relieve the necessity to overcompensate
development in the Aylesbury area.
9.28 Air quality - This aspect of any rapid development of Aylesbury must be addressed as if not this is very likely to
impact on the health of the local population. I did not move away from London many years ago to end up in a constant
traffic jam.

Summary:

Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town I consider to be an insult to the people of Aylesbury. With the amount of building
developments including infilling between existing residences, especially on the Tring Road towards Tring itself, I am
concerned that there will be no room left for any open or green spaces in Aylesbury which will make a mockery of the
name associated with "Garden" towns.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2531 - 32385 - D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town - None

2531

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
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D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

Suggested amendments to D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure
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D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

We recognise and support the
provision of 50% of land for green
infrastructure in line with the new
Garden Town Guidelines (TCPA
2017). However the definition of GI
does not include biodiversity. This
leaves the provision of GI open to
misinterpretation. For example the
provision of sporting fields, which
are technically GI, but provide little
benefit to biodiversity, possibly
leading to the loss of biodiversity at
the development site.

Change to Plan

We suggest a re-write;
... strategic green infrastructure
which should be designed as
multifunctional, accessible, and
maximise benefits to biodiversity,
wildlife, recreation and water
management....
A reference to NE2 and I1 is also
recommended.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

It is our understanding that all of
Aylesbury, including the existing
town, will be part of the garden
town. The development sites within
Aylesbury that are clearing/
redesigning the site should also be
required to comply with Policy D1,
specifically concerning the provision
of green infrastructure. However, a
more creative approach to achieving
the 50% GI may be acceptable
including green walls and roof
gardens.

Change to Plan

Include the requirement that all
development within Aylesbury
comply with Policy D1. Without
application of this policy
throughout Aylesbury, Garden
Town status cannot be achieved
for the existing part of town. A
reference should also be made to
Policy I1.
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D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: Hallam Land Management [32321]

Agent:

David Lock Associates (N Freer) [29535]

Full Text:

Aylesbury related representations. Please see attached form for full representations.

Summary:

Policy D1 is not sound. It fails to provide the positive approach to planning required by the scale of housing need in the
area. It is ineffective in that provision is not made for the delivery of necessary infrastructure to support the strategy and
includes a range of sites that will not be effective in delivering the scale of development and pipeline of development
required in Aylesbury. It is not justified in that the evidence base underpinning the choice of sites and the rejection of
others, is neither robust nor necessarily leading to the conclusions drawn in the VALP.

Change to Plan

It is necessary to increase the provision in Aylesbury as part of a District wide uplift in housing requirement - to at least
18500 dwellings. It is necessary to make certain provision for the delivery of key infrastructure - including the north east
link road. It is necessary to do so by allocating development of 800 dwellings to the north and east of Aylesbury to
assist in securing this objective and in meeting the shortfalls in provision and delivery rates that are inherent in the
plan. Sites WEE01, 02 and 03 should be allocated in the plan for Aylesbury.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town

Respondent: The Lear Family [32430]

Agent:

Full Text:

Bidwells (Mr Derek Bromley) [29628]

We act on behalf of members of the Lear family who own land within Policy D1 , Site Aylesbury north of A41 (D/AGT3)
which is identified as part of the Aylesbury Garden Town. Our clients endorse the general policies regarding the Garden
Town and confirm their commitment to ensuring the deliverability of the proposed allocation.
The family have negotiated terms for their land to facilitate the Eastern Link Road, which forms part of the Woodland
Park Scheme. In addition, rights have been reserved to enable the delivery of an access appropriate for future
development.
This submission follows earlier representations we made on 22 April 2015 in relation to the Call for Sites, which was
identified as SHLB1 E010.

Summary:

We act on behalf of members of the Lear family who own land within Policy D1, Site Aylesbury north of A41 (D/AGT3)
which is identified as part of the Aylesbury Garden Town. Our clients endorse the general policies regarding the Garden
Town and confirm their commitment to ensuring the deliverability of the proposed allocation.
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4.30

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

There is too great an allocation to the South of Aylesbury. The jobs are no more than allocations on map which AVDC
have a particularly bad track record of delivering. This is obviously because Aylesbury is no more than a dormitory town
for London, Milton Keynes and Oxford commuters. They plan will lead to more local traffic in the peak times as people
commute out of the town. The placement of large housing development which do not have sufficient public transport
links which ensure very high car car usage and exacerbate the problem.

Summary:

There is too great an allocation to the South of Aylesbury. The jobs are no more than allocations on map which AVDC
have a particularly bad track record of delivering. This is obviously because Aylesbury is no more than a dormitory town
for London, Milton Keynes and Oxford commuters. They plan will lead to more local traffic in the peak times as people
commute out of the town. The placement of large housing development which do not have sufficient public transport
links which ensure very high car car usage and exacerbate the problem.
officer note: reassigned from S2 to 4.30
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Respondent: Mr Trevor Toms [29141]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposals for South Aylesbury effectively annexes Stoke Mandeville into the main town of Aylesbury with no true
green field space.
This contravenes the overriding Policy S1.e.

Summary:

The proposals for South Aylesbury effectively annexes Stoke Mandeville into the main town of Aylesbury with no true
green field space.
This contravenes the overriding Policy S1.e.
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4.30

Respondent: Mr Michael Donnachie [32073]

Agent:

Full Text:

Smith Jenkins (Mr Samuel Dix) [29883]

Smith Jenkins acts for Mr Michael Donnachie.
We are instructed by our client to make representations on his behalf to the proposed submission draft of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan. We previously made representations on behalf of Mr Donnachie in September 2016 in response
to the draft plan that had then been published. Both this and our earlier representation relate to land that Mr Donnachie
owns in Stoke Mandeville. The site comprises just over 3Ha and was promoted in September 2016 and given the
reference SMD017 in the 'HELAA'. A location plan is appended to this letter for clarity.
Our client is disappointed to learn that his land is amongst the few parcels in the arc south-west of Aylesbury that is
considered unsuitable and therefore not allocated in the VALP. Furthermore, it is disappointing that the Council's
rationale for excluding SMD017 has only just been published in an updated HELAA - the latest document is dated
January 2017 although some assessments have only just been completed (and appear in bold). Hitherto our client has
been given no indication from the Council as to its likely position. This gives rise to the appearance that sites allocated
by the draft plan are a fait accompli and that no serious consideration has been given to reasonable alternatives
promoted during the plan's production.
We therefore consider that the proposed submission plan is not sound as it is not properly justified. The plan should
include modified allocations or reserve sites that reflect a more precise HELAA assessment. The HELAA findings in
respect of SMD017 are misleading and inconsistent with other nearby options. The site has been deemed unsuitable
for three reasons; 'adverse impact on the setting of Listed Building', 'not being in keeping settlement pattern [sic]', and
'biodiversity constraints (hedge, mature trees)'. The HELAA does not cross-reference any other evidence documents
and so the findings in respect of SMD017 are very much unsubstantiated and lacking in detail.
Firstly, it is not clear what listed building the development of the site would affect. It should be noted that Mr Donnachie
was granted permission to demolish outbuildings on his land and erect a new dwelling under planning application
reference 16/04610/APP. Heritage concerns and the setting of a listed building were considered during that application
with the conclusion that no adverse impact would arise. Our client's additional land lies further to the north and west of
that application site so it cannot be the case that its development would affect heritage assets when a dwelling in closer
proximity did not.
Secondly, our client does not recognise the claimed impacts on settlement pattern. Site SMD017 is the only site in this
part of Aylesbury/Stoke Mandeville where this conclusion is recorded in the HELAA. There is a significant level of
growth proposed for the southern arc of Aylesbury, which means the existing settlement pattern will be fundamentally
altered by the plan as a matter of course. To exclude site SMD017 on these grounds is therefore inconsistent and
overlooks the fact that sites such as SMD018 make far more significant alterations to the village envelope of Stoke
Mandeville. Our client's site has also not benefitted from a 'partial' consideration like other sites have. The land does
not have to be wholly developed and therefore any impacts on settlement pattern may be mitigated by considering only
the elements of the site that relate best to the existing built form.
Finally, the HELAA incorrectly identifies biodiversity impacts resulting from development of the site. There are in fact no
such designations that would be affected by development and the assessment overlooks the fact that a sensitively
designed scheme would be likely to lead to ecological enhancement as presently the land is simply paddock land
without any particular habitat value. A residential development could incorporate areas of active management to
support a net gain in biodiversity.
Our client's land remains available and suitable for development during the plan period. It benefits from two separate
access points onto Lower Road and is physically unconstrained. It is recognised that Stoke Mandeville occupies an
unusual position with the strategic growth of Aylesbury to the north and the delivery of HS2 to the west. Our client's
land is therefore well-located to ensure a defensible boundary and buffer is created for the village in both directions.
More generally, its allocation in the plan would allow for flexibility in the housing supply, which is presently heavily
reliant on much larger sites that may not deliver units in the short-medium term.
Alternatively our client would be happy for the HELAA to be simply amended in acknowledgement that the suitability of
the site in principle is constrained only by policy and not the aforementioned issues. Our client would be agreeable to
the site being identified as reserve site - this approach is used for land at Buckingham and Haddenham so there is no
reason it cannot be applied to Stoke Mandeville as well. If this approach is not adopted, our client would seek an early
review of the Plan.

Summary:

In summary our client does not consider the draft submission plan is sound as it has not been properly justified. In
respect of site SMD017 the HELAA assessment is unsubstantiated and misleading. A proper consideration would
indicate the site is suitable for development and should either be allocated or held in reserve for a possible future plan
period, pending a review of VALP.

Change to Plan

Our client's land remains available and suitable for development during the plan period. It benefits from two separate
access points onto Lower Road and is physically unconstrained. It is recognised that Stoke Mandeville occupies an
unusual position with the strategic growth of Aylesbury to the north and the delivery of HS2 to the west. Our client's
land is therefore well-located to ensure a defensible boundary and buffer is created for the village in both directions.
More generally, its allocation in the plan would allow for flexibility in the housing supply, which is presently heavily
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reliant on much larger sites that may not deliver units in the short-medium term.
Alternatively our client would be happy for the HELAA to be simply amended in acknowledgement that the suitability of
the site in principle is constrained only by policy and not the aforementioned issues. Our client would be agreeable to
the site being identified as reserve site - this approach is used for land at Buckingham and Haddenham so there is no
reason it cannot be applied to Stoke Mandeville as well. If this approach is not adopted, our client would seek an early
review of the Plan.
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Donnachie, Michael 32073 VALP proposed submission representation - Mr Michael Donnachie_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs G & S Smith [28726]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposed plan indicates that there should be a principle which maintains the setting and individual identity of Stoke
Mandeville.
The proposed S.E.A.Link road should be a defining line to limit development in a southerly direction, otherwise the
above principle is worthless.

Summary:

The proposed plan indicates that there should be a principle which maintains the setting and individual identity of Stoke
Mandeville.
The proposed S.E.A.Link road should be a defining line to limit development in a southerly direction, otherwise the
above principle is worthless.

Change to Plan

No future housing development to the south of the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury.
Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the Chilterns. The views out of
the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some of the most important
views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are nationally important
places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Summary:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury.
Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the Chilterns. The views out of
the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some of the most important
views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are nationally important
places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
"take account of long-distance views from the Chilterns AONB and across the site to the Chilterns AONB"
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

the Master Plan SPD for South Aylesbury should be informed by the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character
Assessment and Historic Environment Record, with the synthesis of any existing archaeological investigations and
further archaeological investigation if necessary, and we would expect the retention and enhancement of historic
landscape features and archaeological remains to be a place-shaping principle in accordance with the protection
afforded to such assets by the National Planning Policy Framework,
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Summary:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
The site layout and design should also take account of key long-distance views to and from the Chiltern Hills.
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. It clearly conflicts with strategic
policies stated in this plan (actually rendering them useless).
The traffic modelling so far produced to justify a new road in this location is not fit for purpose. It is entirely possible, if
not likely, that the placement of 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along this road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network.

Summary:

This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. It clearly conflicts with strategic
policies stated in this plan (actually rendering them useless).
The traffic modelling so far produced to justify a new road in this location is not fit for purpose. It is entirely possible, if
not likely, that the placement of 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along this road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network.

Change to Plan

All development should be removed from this site until a WebTAG compliant model is available to enable proper
assessment of road impacts.
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Object
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

There is a mismatch between this Plan and the strategic outline business case for the road mentioned (the SEALR).
The 1,000 houses in VALP AGTl do not appear in the SEALR maps and publicity, even though they will inevitably
generate significant volumes of traffic. For two such important documents to be out of step raises serious questions
about the quality of the planning that is being done.

Summary:

There is a mismatch between this Plan and the strategic outline business case for the road mentioned (the SEALR).
The 1,000 houses in VALP AGTl do not appear in the SEALR maps and publicity, even though they will inevitably
generate significant volumes of traffic. For two such important documents to be out of step raises serious questions
about the quality of the planning that is being done.

Change to Plan

Get the planning teams and sponsors to ensure that both sets of plans are aligned. This will include re-modelling the
SEALR traffic assessment to include the houses and other developments.
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. It clearly conflicts with strategic
policies stated in this plan (actually rendering them useless). The traffic modelling so far produced to justify a new road
in this location (EALR) is not fit for purpose. It is entirely possible, if not likely, that the placement of 1,000+ houses,
schools and other development along this road creates a severe impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network.

Summary:

This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. It clearly conflicts with strategic
policies stated in this plan (actually rendering them useless). The traffic modelling so far produced to justify a new road
in this location (EALR) is not fit for purpose. It is entirely possible, if not likely, that the placement of 1,000+ houses,
schools and other development along this road creates a severe impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network.

Change to Plan

Perform appropriate traffic modelling with all proposed developments

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
HFAG Response to BCC SEALR Consultation 30 11 17 .pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 662 - 29581 - D-AGT1 South Aylesbury - None

662

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses G and H of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Summary:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses G and H of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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876

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This will join Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville (Hampden Hall) together creating the loss two
communities, which was stated in 3.22 is something you would try to avoid! Your wording "will seek to avoid" The Link
road joining the A413 will cause traffic congestion with 3 round about with in half a mile of each over. Extra vehicles on
the A413 will impact on the Gyratory sytem. This is not good planning!

Summary:

This will join Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville (Hampden Hall) together creating the loss two
communities, which was stated in 3.22 is something you would try to avoid! Your wording "will seek to avoid" The Link
road joining the A413 will cause traffic congestion with 3 round about with in half a mile of each over. Extra vehicles on
the A413 will impact on the Gyratory sytem. This is not good planning!

Change to Plan

Introduce sensible planning based on sensible known population growth and not developers demands.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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921

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Summary:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
"The development should be designed using a landscape-led approach including consideration of the long-distance
views to and from the AONB. This should be informed by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared in line
with the latest Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment"

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1019

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Alan Brook [30588]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have always been aware that there may be a need to integrate farm land behind my property into land for additional
housing ; quite simply if there is a need for more housing you cannot stop progress but there has to be a limit!
Previous proposals have appeared to accommodate the needs of local residents and the declared intent has been to
maintain green space between Stoke Mandeville and Aylesbury in order to preserve a degree of independence for
Stoke Mandeville village.
There now appears to be a move to significantly change this stance with high density housing to the detriment of Stoke
Mandeville. Why?
I am aware that comments have been made about infrastructure, congestion, facilities and safety of the existing road
networks. Well I wholly endorse these comments.
I would strongly expect that the needs and wishes of local residents can be taken into account to avoid coalescence
and to maintain the integrity of Stoke Mandeville.

Summary:

if there is a need for more housing you cannot stop progress but there has to be a limit!
There now appears to be a move to significantly change this stance with high density housing to the detriment of Stoke
Mandeville. Why?
I am aware that comments have been made about infrastructure, congestion, facilities and safety of the existing road
networks. Well I wholly endorse these comments.
I would strongly expect that the needs and wishes of local residents can be taken into account to avoid coalescence
and to maintain the integrity of Stoke Mandeville.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1098

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Vanderbilt Strategic and Redrow Homes [32273]

Agent:

Wessex Environmental Planning (Andrew Blackwell)
[32174]

Full Text:

Please find attached a letter of representation on behalf of Vanderbilt Strategic and Redrow Homes to the draft VALP
together with the accompanying requisite form. It relates to AGT1 and relationship with Stoke Mandeville.

Summary:

AGT1 needlessly entangles some of the land between the Wendover Road and the railway line to the west which
compromises an ability to deliver an early discrete phase of development.

Change to Plan

See letter of representation attached and changes proposed for policy AGT1

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Blackwell, Andrew 32174 (vanderbilt & redrow) completed VALP response form SM pdf_Redacted.pdf
Blackwell, Andrew 32174 (vanderbilt & redrow) letter of representation to draft VALP 12.12.17_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1103

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: CALA Group Ltd and the William Hardy Charity
[32280]

Agent:

Arrow Planning Ltd (Mark Schmull) [32282]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients, CALA Group Ltd and the William Hardy Charity, please find attached representations to the
Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Plan November 2017 consultation.

Summary:

1. does not make best or most efficient use of available land;
2. not consistent with the evidence base
a. proposed allocation of 1,000 dwellings is significantly lower than the 1,686 dwelling
figure In the evidence base;
b. The AGT1 allocation phased to the end of the plan period due to infrastructure but delivered by 2020, does not
justify phasing;
3. unnecessary and onerous requirement for an SPD for AGT1;
4. does not appropriately plan for Gypsy and Traveller provision
5. not focused or concise. Instead there are a number of duplicated and unnecessary inclusions in policies, including
AGT1.

Change to Plan

1. An increase to the allocation at AGT1 from 1,000 dwellings to a minimum of 1,500 dwellings;
2. The removal of the statement that development at AGT1 will be phased to come forward to
the end of the Plan Period;
3. The removal of 5 gypsy and traveller pitches from AGT1 and their inclusion at AGT3;
4. The removal of the requirement for an SPD to be produced for AGT1;
5. The removal of a number of duplicated policy requirements.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Schmull, Mark 32282 CG&WHC APL-043 Local Plan Reps December 2017.pdf
Schmull, Mark 32282 CG&WHC APL-043 Completed AVDC Response Form December 2017.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1177

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

unsound as currently drafted.
The density of the allocation is far too low and as such, the allocation fails to deliver an appropriate level of housing to
optimise the output of AGT1 in the context of the Garden Town principles, site specific constraints and in accordance
with the NPPF.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4

Further, in general, the policy wording is unclear, imprecise and replicates several other policies in the VALP. As
drafted, it is convoluted and confusing and does not accord with the Planning Practice Guidance which confirms that all
Local Plans "should be as focused, concise and accessible as possible".
Change to Plan

provide an alternative suggested policy w ording

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Wood Michael 32169.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1262

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Andy May [30108]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I would like to object in the strongest possible terms to the AVLP which I believe will be a disaster for the Aylesbury
area.
My specific objections are:
D-AGT4 : The impact of additional traffic. Anyone who has attempted to drive into Aylesbury on either the A41 or the
A413 between 3pm - 6pm on any weekday will have experienced the traffic gridlock. All the traffic heads into the
Gyratory system in the centre of Aylesbury which simply cannot cope with the volume of traffic. The plan refers to the
new 'Orbital road' which will resolve the traffic issue however this is purely an 'aspirational aim', I see nothing concrete
in AVLP which guarantees the building of this road as part of the plan. As I understand it the next plan is due in 2034 One can only imagine the traffic chaos we will be dealing with by then. Surely the traffic plan must be 'nailed down'
before planning permission is granted for so many new homes to be built.
4.125: RAF Halton: The closure of RAF Halton and the aim developing thousands of new houses on the existing site
should be factored into the AVLP. This will have an impact on traffic plans and housing quotas so should be a key part
of the plans going forwards.
D-AGTI: Coalescence: The plan refers to 'Preserving the character' of the existing villages. As a resident of Weston
Turville I'm interested in preserving the rural village lifestyle we enjoy in our village. We have a strong village
community based around the identity we have as Weston Turville. The AVLP will destroy this village by joining it to bed
grove, Stoke Mandeville and Hamden Hall if the Hamden Fields housing development goes ahead. The plan should
deliver on the aim of 'preserving the character' of local villages rather than destroying village communities and creating
traffic gridlock in the process.
I hope that AVDC reads the strongly held views of its tax paying residents and decides the AVLP contains too many
unresolved issues. A total rethink is required.

Summary:

Coalescence: The plan refers to 'Preserving the character' of the existing villages. As a resident of Weston Turville I'm
interested in preserving the rural village lifestyle we enjoy in our village. We have a strong village community based
around the identity we have as Weston Turville. The AVLP will destroy this village by joining it to bed grove, Stoke
Mandeville and Hamden Hall if the Hamden Fields housing development goes ahead. The plan should deliver on the
aim of 'preserving the character' of local villages rather than destroying village communities and creating traffic gridlock
in the process.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
May, Andy 30108.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1286

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1286

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1309

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1309

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D-AGT1
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1322

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mrs B Daniel [28672]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Liam & Catherine Hyland [28466]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Dear Sirs
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP
We wish to express concerns on a number of issues relating to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).
Section 3.3 and Policy SI sustainable development
The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
Section 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising
open countryside between settlements.
We are fortunate to live in an area of outstanding beauty and are able to enjoy the individual character of the villages
adjacent to our own. The proposed development will see an inevitable coalescence of these villages and the promise of
"seeking to preserve" does not provide much comfort.
Section 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre.
Whilst commending you on your plan to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive there is the need to take a hard
look at the impact from the many thousands of vehicles that will be a consequence of the developments. It will be self
defeating if the journey to an enhanced Town centre is one of frustration and delay.
Section D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This will lead to coalescence between Aylesbury,Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The plan to build over 1,000
houses along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will place great pressure on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network. We do not consider this to be an effective approach.
Section 9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
Pollution is a concern to all of us with air quality a vital element of overall health. There is insufficient consideration
given to this requirement and the Council should be promoting positive plans and policies to ensure the developers do
not neglect air quality.
These are our major points of concern and we hope you will take these into consideration when making your decision. I
am sure that such concerns are shared by the vast majority of residents in our community although unfortunately not all
will have taken the opportunity to communicate these to you.
Summary:

This will lead to coalescence between Aylesbury,Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The plan to build over 1,000
houses along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will place great pressure on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network. We do not consider this to be an effective approach.
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury
Link Road creates a severe impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not
Effective in terms of sound infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do
nothing to alleviate congestion problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new
development will quickly negate any benefits gained therefrom.
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Burnett [30103]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
I agree with this, but the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville are contrary to the policy and
would result in the disappearance of open countryside between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and
Aston Clinton. It is essential that these communities remain separate and do not end up as part of an expanded
Aylesbury. It is also essential that the existing clear separation between Wendover, Weston Turville and Halton
continues, and that no green belt land is released for housing, now or in the future.
(this comment is also relevant to D-AGTl South Aylesbury; 3.32 Green Belt)

Summary:

I agree with this, but the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville are contrary to the policy and
would result in the disappearance of open countryside between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and
Aston Clinton. It is essential that these communities remain separate and do not end up as part of an expanded
Aylesbury. It is also essential that the existing clear separation between Wendover, Weston Turville and Halton
continues, and that no green belt land is released for housing, now or in the future.
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Respondent: Mrs Claudia Belardo [32036]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
As a resident of Stoke Mandeville village I would like to raise grave concerns for the outline plan put forward by AVDC.
The inconsistencies contained therein are so alarmingly confusing and worrying as they directly counter all objectives
that the purportedly aim to address for the better and will result in the complete obliteration of Aylesbury's southern
villages.
Case and point:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Number of houses proposed goes against Central Government guidance
The number of houses that AVDC is proposing directly contradicts the number stated as being required in the Housing
Need Consultation Data (Published 14th September 2017) (attached)
ONS code: E07000004 - Aylesbury Vale.
Higher number: "Indicative assessment of housing need based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026 (dwellings per
annum)" = 1,499 per annum = this is maximum of 14,990 houses in this time period for this area.
Actual Number "Current local assessment of housing need, based on most recent publicly available document
(dwellings per annum)" = 965 per annum = this is maximum of 9,650 houses in this time period for this area.
However, these latest proposals would see nearer 23,000 new homes being built which far outstrips what has been
ruled as Sustainable for the area.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS and 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The proposed transport strategy has not been finalised and even confirmed as viable. Consequently, and by the
Council's own admission that want to raise funds to build any new roads by building houses first which is, in itself, a selfdefeating objective.
Specifically thinking about Stoke Mandeville - the latest new road proposal for this village effectively moves the bulk of
traffic from one road to another and with the increase in housing in the vicinity there has been nothing good in place to
alleviate the current problem nor the exasperation which will inevitably occur as a result of yet more houses. This can
currently be seen in the Berryfields and Buckingham Park estates.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This proposal is a direct contradiction of these terms. With this proposal, the Council is successfully stripping
Aylesbury and any surrounding areas of green space and it is not being replaced. Engulfing surrounding villages and
making Aylesbury into a City.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Plans earlier this year specifically detailed that "The following settlements do not require any allocations in this plan as
either their housing requirement has already been met, or due to their proximity to major development areas around
Aylesbury, no allocations are required:
Aston Clinton
Stoke Mandeville"
The latest plans not only overrule that but have stripped all remaining green space in Stoke Mandeville village.
Including land that AVDC had previously deemed as being "unsuitable for housing or economic development" as
detailed on the red areas outlined in the following plan published by the Aylesbury Vale Draft Housing and Economic
Land Development Assessment 2015
http://www.stokemandevilleparishcouncil.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Capture.png
I specifically refer to SM006, SM00, SM008 and SM010. This land floods. The nature of this land has not changed and
the stream that is created from all the excess water that these fields harbour will currently run through the residents'
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back gardens along Dorchester Close due wet periods and already flood - and that is with no housing on this land. To
give some indication as to the amount of water these fields hold. If they are no longer able to retain some of this water
and it all spills into these seasonal streams, then this will create a massive flooding problem which is why they are
deemed unsuitable for development.
Even the Garden Town Concept Plans, that AVDC published indicated this as a green zone:
http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Garden_Town_Concept_Plan.pdf
(area circled in yellow)
Yet in AVDC's most latest plans: http://stokemandevilleneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/StokeMandeville-VALP-Allocations.pdf
The same area has been allocated as AGT1. The unsuitable land now allocated for housing and Stoke Mandeville
village has disappeared being renumbered as AGT1 (Aylesbury Garden Town 1).
Not only building on land that should not be built on but indicating a coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville
and Hampden Hall. Which is a wholly unjustified strategy which obliterates the character and identity of Stoke
Mandeville whilst at the same time eradicating the open countryside between settlements.
In summary, AVDC's most recent proposal not only goes contrary to that which Central Government has advised but
also seeks to slowly engulf and absorb all surrounding villages and settlements that add character to this rural part of
Buckinghamshire.
The infrastructure cannot sustain any move to become a city, which in essence this latest proposal creates and I have
grave concerns about the transparency of what AVDC is actually suggesting in this proposal since it is clearly not in
any way an Aylesbury a 'Garden Town'.
I urge you to look carefully at these inconsistencies and appeal to your wider knowledge to consider the impact that
allowing these ill-considered plans through.
Summary:

These plans overrule the statement Aston Clinton and Stoke Mandeville will not get any allocations because of their
proximity to MDAs. They strip all remaining green space in Stoke Mandeville. It includes land previously deemed
unsuitable - SM006, SM00, SM008 and SM010. This land floods. In the Garden Town concept plan this area was a
green zone. It will result in coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall, obliterating the
character and identity of Stoke Mandeville whilst at the same time eradicating the open countryside between
settlements.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Belardo, Claudia 32036.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1413 - 29063 - D-AGT1 South Aylesbury - None

1413

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Steven Hyams [29063]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
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Respondent: Mr Marcus Joy [31160]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.
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Respondent: Mr Richard Wise [28657]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
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3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1648 - 28640 - D-AGT1 South Aylesbury - iii

1648

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mrs Ann Webbley [28640]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
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Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

indicates that such land has
not been formally promoted for development. This raises questions as to the availability
and therefore deliverability of at least a section of the allocation. Further to this, it is
evident that this allocation is comprised of a significant number of land interests,
necessitating the creation of a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) for the
allocation Whilst the production of an SPD is
not an unreasonable approach (when seeking a coherent scheme across a large site),
securing the support of a myriad of developers and landowners will invariably prove
time-consuming
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

We are not aware that the site has been the subject of comprehensive all-encompassing
planning application, and appropriately the trajectory set out within the VALP Housing
Land Supply Soundness Document indicates that the sites will not start delivering until
2045/25.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The traffic modelling that has been produced to justify the new road in this location is not fit for purpose. The
construction of 2,000 houses with schools and other development along this road will cause a severe impact on the
gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This will also create coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke
Mandeville and Hampden Hall Weston Turville.
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Full Text:

Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
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N/A

Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall is
contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
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N/A

3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
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Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

the Master Plan for the site should be informed by the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment
and Historic Environment Record, with the synthesis of any existing archaeological investigations and further
archaeological investigation if necessary, with the conservation of historic landscape features and archaeological
remains a site-specific requirement.

Change to Plan

according to our records of designated heritage assets this site includes the Grade II listed Magpie Cottage. The
retention of this cottage with an appropriate setting should be a site-specific requirement.
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N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore. 2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East
Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means
that it is not Effective in terms of sound infrastructure planning.
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Full Text:

Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
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Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The traffic modelling that has been produced to justify the new road in this location is not fit for
purpose. The construction of 2,000 houses with schools and other development along this road will
cause a severe impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This will also
create coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall Weston Turville.
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N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
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Full Text:

N/A

The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will severely impact the already
stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the de facto merging of
Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
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Respondent: Mr David Locke [30332]
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N/A

Full Text:
Dear Sirs,
The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ("VALP")
My comments on specific areas of the draft Plan are as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 - Sustainable development
Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
3.15 - New settlement
AVDC should be forward looking and should be working with national government to leverage the
huge opportunities presented by infrastructure provision envisaged by the National Infrastructure
Commission regarding East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
The western end of EWR is due for delivery within the draft VALP horizon. It does not appear to
have been considered adequately in the draft VALP.
Recommendation 4 of the National Infrastructure Commission's interim report says, in relation to
the East West Rail and Oxford - Cambridge Expressway projects:
"To fully maximise the benefits of the project local authorities should recognise the transformational
benefits of East West Rail and develop and agree, working with national government, an ambitious
strategy for housing development and deliver around stations and station towns." (my emphasis)
The proposed route options for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway should be properly considered.
Option A (the 'green route') passes just to the North of Aylesbury
Option B (the 'purple route') passes between Aylesbury and Bicester, running parallel with the East
West Rail route.
Why wouldn't you consider a new settlement next to infrastructure that is being funded by national
government? It is surely the most sensible solution to the need for extra housing. I cannot see any
attempt in the VALP to work with national government to deliver a forward looking solution. What
is presented is a piecemeal plan, driven by developers'' profit motives.
Aylesbury deserves better than this. The VALP is inward‐looking in this regard. What is being
presented is a poor piece of work. It is simply not good enough.
Interventions - Link Roads
Many parts of the link roads forming the proposed orbital route are said to be 'aspirational'. This
means that they are not funded. Who is supposed to be paying for them? Will they ever be built?
Even those parts of the orbital route that are supposedly funded, will be built at different times. The
whole thing will not be opened in one go. What consideration has been given to the effect on traffic
of a partly completed road system?
Site D‐AGT1 - South Aylesbury
In the SEALR consultation, the South East Aylesbury Link Road is shown as passing through
undeveloped fields.
In the draft VALP, the SEALR isn't shown, but the area is shown covered in more houses. The traffic
from the houses has to be catered for. How is this traffic supposed to access the SEALR? There are
no junctions shown in the SEALR plans that I can see.
This is yet another example of the left hand not knowing (or caring) what the right hand is doing. It
is incredibly poor infrastructure planning. Again, what traffic modelling has been done to assess the
effect of 2,000 houses on what is supposed to be a strategic link route?
Policy H1 - Affordable housing
All large developments must provide at least 30% affordable housing, or serviced self‐build plots on
which younger people can build for themselves.
Even the council's own development at Woodlands ignores this basic requirement and only requires
20%. If the council ignores this need, the developers will take the council's lead and ignore it as
well.
It is simply not satisfactory for developers to say that 'up to' X% of affordable housing will be
provided. 'Up to' can mean 0% percent.
It really worries me that ignoring the needs of those who want to get onto the housing ladder, will
deny Aylesbury the opportunity to be home for the younger people that every town needs.
Summary:

In the draft VALP, the SEALR isn't shown, but the area is shown covered in more houses. The traffic
from the houses has to be catered for. How is this traffic supposed to access the SEALR? There are
no junctions shown in the SEALR plans that I can see.
This is yet another example of the left hand not knowing (or caring) what the right hand is doing. It
is incredibly poor infrastructure planning. Again, what traffic modelling has been done to assess the
effect of 2,000 houses on what is supposed to be a strategic link route?
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]
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Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

1) another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it contradicts
even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as an
appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Bantham) [32144]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.

Change to Plan
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr & Mrs John & Christine Raines [28908]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

My comments on the above are:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
3.15 New Settlement
A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
3.22 Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is
what we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
4.16 ATS
Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan
made by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
9.38 Air Quality
This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
John Raines

Summary:

The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

By including the words "where
practicable" you allow for the
possibly of destruction of priority
habitats and the loss of biodiversity.
For the woodlands and hedgerows
there is already the word "should"
instead of "will" which lessens the
strength of the policy and allows
arguments against retaining habitat
features.

Change to Plan

Remove the words "where
practicable" where it allows
impacts on biodiversity and
priority habitats.
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).
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D-AGT1 South Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Peter Hoare [28880]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs, I write to express my deeply felt concerns regarding the
various proposals forming the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
With
the current developments in and around the County Town, traffic and
movement is pretty bad, pollution can only rise and form additional
hotspots to those which exist already. I feel that a number of
Sections have a linkage-- more houses, more vehicles on our already
overcrowded roads. Side roads in residential areas are already a
nightmare during evenings and weekends. How long will it be before
the" Vale" is covered entirely with houses and inadequate
roads?
I fear the worst possible outcome and although at 81
years of age I'm way past my sell by date, my concerns cover future
generations as well as the difficulties that exist at the moment.
Of the various sections in the plan 3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and
Policy H1 are of particular concern which I feel do not provide
effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the development proposals.
Yours Faithfully,
Mr P.J.Hoare

Summary:

D-AGTI does not provide effective solutions or is totally inadequate for the development proposals.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Hoare, Peter 28880.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1336 - 32263 - 4.40 - i, ii, iv

1336

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.40

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Paragraph 4.40
1. Nexus Planning is instructed by Gleeson Strategic Land to prepare representations to the Publication Version of the
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), in respect of land at South West Aylesbury. These representations should, where
relevant, be read in conjunction with our other representations on behalf of Gleeson Strategic Land.
2. Paragraph 4.40 identifies the sites that comprise the 'South West Aylesbury' allocation. Land between Oxford Road,
Standalls Farm and Aylesbury is allocated for 'up to' 1,382 dwellings. Land between Marsh Lane, Princes Risborough
Railway Line and Aylesbury is allocated for up to 168 dwellings. Land at Lower Road is identified as an existing
commitment for 190 dwellings.
3. Whilst supportive of the proposed South West Aylesbury allocation, we consider that the suggested number of units
to be provided as set out in this paragraph is overly specific. Furthermore, it should in any event be expressed as a
minimum rather than an 'up to' figure, consistent with our representations to Policy S2 and Table 1 and in accordance
with the National Planning Policy Framework (2012) and specifically the requirement to 'boost significantly' the supply
of housing as set out at paragraph 47 (and reflected in Policy S1 of the Local Plan).
Changes Sought
4. Amend Policy S2, and make associated consequential changes to the supporting text (including paragraph 4.40, to
ensure that references to housing numbers generally, and at South West Aylesbury specifically, are not overly specific
and, importantly, are expressed as minimum figures not as a ceiling.

Summary:

Object, 4.40
That the suggested number of units is not overly specific and is expressed as a minimum.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
4. Amend Policy S2, and make associated consequential changes to the supporting text (including paragraph 4.40, to
ensure that references to housing numbers generally, and at South West Aylesbury specifically, are not overly specific
and, importantly, are expressed as minimum figures not as a ceiling.
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4.42

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Paragraph 4.42
1. Paragraph 4.42 of the Local Plan states that:
a. 'the majority of the allocation is planned to come forward later in the Plan period especially due to the relationship
and dependence on the delivery of HS2''.
2. As set out in our response to Policies D1 and D-AGT2, and as the Council is already aware, a planning application
for the South West Aylesbury site is being prepared and is expected to be submitted before the Local Plan examination
hearings commence. As such, this site will be capable of starting to deliver new homes in the front / middle of the Plan
period (which of course started in 2013).
3. Furthermore, we strongly object to the statement in this paragraph that development of the site is dependent upon
the delivery HS2. This is clear when looking briefly at the history of this site.
4. The 'Core Strategy Issues and Options Questionnaire' (June 2006) identified six potential broad areas of growth
adjacent to Aylesbury town, three to the north of the town (Sites A, B & C) and three to the south (Sites D, E & F). Land
at South West Aylesbury was identified as Site F. The Council acknowledged at that time that it would need to release
three or four of these sites to meet its (then) housing requirements.
5. Having considered representations to the Issues and Options consultation, and a suite of technical evidence and a
Sustainability Appraisal, the Council identified the allocation of Sites D, E and F as the most technically appropriate
option within the Core Strategy Preferred Options version of the Plan in 2007. These sites together formed, and were
thereafter referred to as, the Southern Growth Arc ('SGA') - extending from the A41 in the east to the A418 Oxford
Road in the west.
6. In the light of objections to the proposed allocation of the SGA (albeit that the level of objections was consistent with
any authority identifying any greenfield land for approximately 10,000 homes), the Council decided to review its position
as it did not consider that its decision to identify the SGA was absolutely clear cut.
7. Given the Council's desire to deliver an Eastern Link Road adjacent to the town (and the reducing likelihood of
Government funding), the Council decided to consult on the comparative merits of the SGA and a potential Eastern
Growth Arc ('EGA').
8. Further to the 'Options for Growth Consultation', the Council ultimately proposed to allocate the EGA, going back on
its original decision to allocate the SGA. It was evident, however, that this decision was political and was contrary to the
Council's own technical evidence which still indicated strongly that the SGA was the most appropriate option. This final
version of the Core Strategy was consulted upon and then submitted to The Planning Inspectorate for independent
scrutiny by way of an examination.
9. The Core Strategy examination was held between February and April 2010. The Inspector allowed significant time to
test each and every technical issue in turn to explore whether the Council's decision to switch from the SGA to the EGA
was sound.
10. At the end of the examination hearing sessions, but prior to the Inspector's Report, a series of documents and
maps for HS2 were published which, for the first time, brought into the public domain the proposed alignment of HS2.
This ran (as it does now) directly north / south through the South West Aylesbury site. The Inspector was clear at the
examination sessions that although the information was draft, HS2 was a project of national significance and a
substantial amount of technical work had informed it. As such he had no option but to give it very significant weight. At
that point the HS2 alignment seemed to preclude any development on the Site i.e. the Site was no longer available.
11. The Core Strategy Interim Inspector's Report was published in 2010. In light of the examination hearing sessions,
the Inspector concluded that having regard to the available evidence and the case advanced, he had concerns about
the soundness of the Council's proposed EGA allocation which were "...sufficiently serious to justify asking the Council
to reconsider its approach before proceeding further".
12. He added that the allocation of the EGA could lead to a finding that the Core Strategy is unsound because the
proposals do not represent the most appropriate strategy when compared to reasonable alternatives. As such he asked
that the Council investigate alternative options.
13. More specifically with regard to South West Aylesbury (Site F) and the SGA generally, he concluded that:
* it represented a sustainable urban extension with limited landscape, heritage, biodiversity or flooding impacts and that
similar comments apply to Sites E and F i.e. the remainder of the proposed SGA (para 7);
* agricultural land quality would not be a determinative factor (para 12);
* unlike Bierton to the east of Aylesbury, the larger settlements to the south of Aylesbury, by their nature, would remain
as significant entities if the SGA was developed as they have the critical mass to withstand encroachment (para 14);
* the SGA would meet the sequential test of PPS25 (para 16);
* the SGA is predicted to generate fewer car journeys than the preferred EGA (para 19).

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.42

* the Council's concerns about the cost of potential agreements to cross railway lines (Sites E and F), and the impact
on viability, was over-stated (para 25).
14. Whilst he did not recommend the allocation of land at South West Aylesbury / the SGA as a direct replacement for
the EGA it was clear that in so doing, the Inspector gave considerable weight to the emerging HS2 alignment and its
impact.
15. The Core Strategy was formally withdrawn by the Council in October 2010 in the light of the Inspector's Report and
the revocation by the Government of Regional Spatial Strategies in July 2010, both of which allowed the Council to reconsider its development strategy.
16. What is clear from this summary of the history of land at South West Aylesbury, is that far from being dependent on
the delivery of HS2, the announcement of the HS2 alignment initially played a role in precluding development on land at
South West Aylesbury - land that the Council itself had originally identified as one of the most suitable locations for
development at Aylesbury. Whilst the line of HS2 would now form the south-west boundary of the Council's proposed
allocation, it is evident that the proposed allocation is in no way dependent upon HS2 (it is simply a matter to be
considered in the development of the site). Furthermore, as we set out in our response to Policy S2, there is additional
land, to the west of the HS2 line that is suitable and available for development in the event that land for additional
housing is required.
Changes Sought
17. Amend Paragraph 4.42, and any other associated Plan references, to make it clear that development will
commence in the early / middle part of the Plan period.
18. In addition delete the words ''especially due to the relationship to and dependence on the delivery of HS2''.
Summary:

Object, 4.42: The development on the land at South West Aylesbury will commence in the early / middle part of the
plan period and that delivery of the site is not dependent on HS2.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
17. Amend Paragraph 4.42, and any other associated Plan references, to make it clear that development will
commence in the early / middle part of the Plan period.
18. In addition delete the words ''especially due to the relationship to and dependence on the delivery of HS2''.
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4.43

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Historic England welcomes the recognition of the two listed buildings on the South West Aylesbury site and Hartwell
House Historic Park and Garden, Hartwell Conservation Area and numerous listed buildings to the west of the site, as
part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic
environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 924 - 29325 - 4.47 - iv

924

Object

4. Strategic Delivery
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Summary:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
The site layout and design should also take account of key long-distance views to and from the Chiltern Hills.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

the Master Plan SPD for South West Aylesbury should provide for the retention and maintenance of a suitable setting
for the two listed buildings to the south-east of the site and take account of the setting of Hartwell House and Hartwell
Conservation Area and listed buildings to the west. These should be a place-making principle as part of the positive
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required
by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the Framework and in compliance with principle j of Policy D1.
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4.49

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it should also be derived, in part at least, from the need to retain an appropriate setting for the Grade II listed Hall End
Farmhouse and Stoke Cottage, Hartwell House, Hartwell Conservation Area and the other listed buildings to the west.

Change to Plan
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D-AGT2 South west Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We are extremely concerned about the impact on the road system of placing 1550 houses plus other development in
this location. The Orbital road is not even planned to be complete by 2034 and it is likely a considerable amount of the
traffic generated will head into Aylesbury on the existing overloaded road network especially using the Stoke Road and
the gyratory system. Traffic modelling released by Jacobs for Phase 3 of the Aylesbury Transport strategy is not
WebTAG complaint. The proximity of this development to the hospital makes this area even more sensitive and this
should be considered.

Summary:

We are extremely concerned about the impact on the road system of placing 1550 houses plus other development in
this location. The Orbital road is not even planned to be complete by 2034 and it is likely a considerable amount of the
traffic generated will head into Aylesbury on the existing overloaded road network especially using the Stoke Road and
the gyratory system. Traffic modelling released by Jacobs for Phase 3 of the Aylesbury Transport strategy is not
WebTAG complaint. The proximity of this development to the hospital makes this area even more sensitive and this
should be considered.

Change to Plan

Reduction in number of houses.
No development should be allowed until the entire ring road is in place around Aylesbury.
The effects of additional traffic on the gyratory system should be shown to be able to be fully mitigated before this
policy is submitted for EiP.
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D-AGT2 South west Aylesbury

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

In accordance with the Aylesbury Garden Town Vision (Para 4.28) and the development criteria set out in Policy D1
relating to the need to preserve and enhance heritage assets, WE/NT/HHH are strongly opposed to any form of
housing development to the south-west of Aylesbury (D-AGT2 - 1,550 dwellings) on the grounds that it will result in a
tendency towards coalescence between the outer edge of Aylesbury Town and Hartwell / Stone and will have a
significant impact on the setting of Hartwell House (Grade 1) and Registered Park and Gardens in terms of its location
within the countryside. Instead this land should form part of the landscape buffer running between the proposed H2S
line and the urban edge.

Summary:

Impact of housing proposals on setting of Hartwell House (Grade 1) and Registered Park and Gardens / increased
coalescence between Aylesbury Town and Hartwell
Officer changed Element from D-AGT1 South Aylesbury to D-AGT2 South West Aylesbury for clarity

Change to Plan
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Deletion of housing proposal D-AGT1
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 419 - 30814 - D-AGT2 South west Aylesbury - i, ii, iii, iv

419

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT2 South west Aylesbury

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We are extremely concerned about the impact on the road system of placing 1550 houses plus other developments in
this location. Some of the planned "Orbital" roads will not be completed by 2034 and the considerable amount of the
traffic generated will head into Aylesbury on the existing overloaded road network especially using the Stoke Road and
the gyratory system. Traffic modelling released by Jacobs for Phase 3 of the Aylesbury Transport strategy is not
WebTAG complaint. The proximity of these developments to the hospital should be considered.

Summary:

We are extremely concerned about the impact on the road system of placing 1550 houses plus other developments in
this location. Some of the planned "Orbital" roads will not be completed by 2034 and the considerable amount of the
traffic generated will head into Aylesbury on the existing overloaded road network especially using the Stoke Road and
the gyratory system. Traffic modelling released by Jacobs for Phase 3 of the Aylesbury Transport strategy is not
WebTAG complaint. The proximity of these developments to the hospital should be considered.

Change to Plan

Reassess the impact of the planned developments
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Yes

Legal?
Yes
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Duty to Cooperate?
No
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Attachments:
HFAG TPP Walton Street Gyratory - Traffic Forecasts and Capacity Assessments Final.pdf
HFAG TPP Review of Local Plan Transport Modelling and Assessment (Autumn 2017).pdf
HFAG Walton St Gyratory 2012 v 2017 Non Technical Summary FINAL Sheet1.pdf
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Respondent: Mr Guy Mannerings [32128]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

South West Link Road.
This idea is not sound. The dramatically increased housing numbers around the area will cause there to be a large
increase in vehicle numbers. Although the link road will help move traffic around Aylesbury itself, it will cause hugely
increased traffic getting out of Aylesbury on smaller roads, such as Risborough Road, Wendover Road and Nash Lee
Road.

Summary:

South West Link Road.
This idea is not sound. The dramatically increased housing numbers around the area will cause there to be a large
increase in vehicle numbers. Although the link road will help move traffic around Aylesbury itself, it will cause hugely
increased traffic getting out of Aylesbury on smaller roads, such as Risborough Road, Wendover Road and Nash Lee
Road.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

Either smaller roads that the proposed link road connects to must be made larger, or the link road should be moved
further outwards to connect with roads that can already take larger amounts of traffic, such as the A4010 or A413.
Legal?
Yes
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Respondent: Mr Guy Mannerings [32128]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The 1550 dwellings is too many for the area. The traffic along Mandeville Road and Lower Road is already very heavy
at peak times, and will become substantially worse with the extra housing. The link road will not help, as more people
will travel along those roads to reach it, rather than take their current routes.
Further, development of this nature will destroy green land south of Hawkslade, which is used by many people for
walking. People must be able to have wide open spaces with unobstructed views, within walking distance of their
homes, for mental health reasons.

Summary:

The 1550 dwellings is too many for the area. The traffic along Mandeville Road and Lower Road is already very heavy
at peak times, and will become substantially worse with the extra housing. The link road will not help, as more people
will travel along those roads to reach it, rather than take their current routes.
Further, development of this nature will destroy green land south of Hawkslade, which is used by many people for
walking. People must be able to have wide open spaces with unobstructed views, within walking distance of their
homes, for mental health reasons.

Change to Plan

The developments should be moved away from the current town border.
Rather than engulfing current houses on the edge of town and turning them in to inner-city houses, the new
developments should take place away from the town and create new villages. These would be a an attraction with their
own culture and unique qualities, instead of a development which hugely negatively impacts current local residents,
has none of its own character, and creates negative traffic situations and environmental issues.
It is important to keep wide, unobstructed open spaces for public health reasons. It is also important to reduce, not
increase traffic, for the same reason. Instead of destroying the open space south of Hawkslade that a large number of
people use and enjoy, it would be more justified to create new villages in areas where not many people use and enjoy
the open space.
It is not sustainable or justified to increase housing this much in the same area. There are too many negative impacts.
It is more sustainable and justified to create new villages with their own infrastructure, local amenities, attractions, and
so on. This would cause much less negative impact.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Summary:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
"The development should be designed using a landscape-led approach including consideration of the long-distance
views to and from the AONB. This should be informed by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared in line
with the latest Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment"
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Respondent: Mr Alan Brook [30588]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have always been aware that there may be a need to integrate farm land behind my property into land for additional
housing ; quite simply if there is a need for more housing you cannot stop progress but there has to be a limit!
Previous proposals have appeared to accommodate the needs of local residents and the declared intent has been to
maintain green space between Stoke Mandeville and Aylesbury in order to preserve a degree of independence for
Stoke Mandeville village.
There now appears to be a move to significantly change this stance with high density housing to the detriment of Stoke
Mandeville. Why?
I am aware that comments have been made about infrastructure, congestion, facilities and safety of the existing road
networks. Well I wholly endorse these comments.
I would strongly expect that the needs and wishes of local residents can be taken into account to avoid coalescence
and to maintain the integrity of Stoke Mandeville.

Summary:

if there is a need for more housing you cannot stop progress but there has to be a limit!
There now appears to be a move to significantly change this stance with high density housing to the detriment of Stoke
Mandeville. Why?
I am aware that comments have been made about infrastructure, congestion, facilities and safety of the existing road
networks. Well I wholly endorse these comments.
I would strongly expect that the needs and wishes of local residents can be taken into account to avoid coalescence
and to maintain the integrity of Stoke Mandeville.
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.
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Delaitre, Helen 29329, NHS 28182 - CCG response to_ Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) Proposed
Submission_FINAL.pdf
Delaitre, Helen 29329, NHS 28182 Draft Plan Representations_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy D-AGT2 'South West Aylesbury'
1. Policy D-AGT2 allocates land at South West Aylesbury for development comprising the following key elements:
* Around 1,550 dwellings;
* One primary school;
* Multi-functional green infrastructure (totalling 56.33ha)
* Strategic flood defences and surface water attenuation;
* South West Link Road between Stoke Mandeville A4010 realignment and A418 Oxford Road single carriageway
(safeguarded for future dualling) junction improvements and A413 and A418;
* Provision of linear park;
* Buffer zone for HS2 and noise mitigation;
* Cycling and walking links.
2. We support in general terms the provisions of Policy D-AGT2 in identifying land at South West Aylesbury for
strategic housing growth as part of the wider Aylesbury Garden Town proposals. However, we have a number of
specific comments on the detail of the policy as outlined below.
The Supporting Text
3. The draft policy as worded contains extensive 'Site-Specific Requirements' (criteria a - s) but, in addition, there are a
further two pages of supporting text. Amongst other things, this supporting text sets out 'place-shaping principles' and
'the vision and objectives for the site'. As such, this text includes a range of specific issues not referenced in the policy
itself. As a result, the requirements against which a future planning application for the site will be assessed by the
Council's development management team are unclear. This approach is contrary to paragraph 154 of the NPPF which
is clear that 'Only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision-maker should react to a development
proposal should be included in the plan. It is also contrary to the PPG (ID 12-010) which confirms that in drafting
policies the local planning authority should avoid undue repetition and that allocations should provide clarity to
developers. Against this background, we suggest that the supporting text to the policy is simplified, with any elements
that are key but not currently expressed in Policy D-AGT2, included within the policy itself.
Masterplan SPD
4. The policy identifies that a Masterplan SPD will need to be prepared for the site. Paragraph 4.47 of the supporting
text adds that the Masterplan SPD will establish more detail with regard to the site layout and disposition of land uses.
5. As set out elsewhere in our representations, we consider that references to this SPD should be deleted. Further, the
Local Plan is clear at paragraph 4.44 that an application on the land at South West Aylesbury is due in December 2017
(albeit that this submission date has now pushed back slightly to Q1 2018). A planning application is currently being
prepared and extensive pre-application discussions have already taken place with both Aylesbury Vale District Council
and Buckinghamshire County Council (with Planning Performance Agreements in place with both).
6. The Council has made it clear that it supports the accelerated delivery of development on land at South West
Aylesbury and, indeed, this is a fundamental element / objective of its garden town status.
7. Against this background, we consider that there is no benefit in a number of the SPD's proposed by the Council. The
proposals in the Local Plan for each site are already extremely detailed (and could be added to if required) and given
the advanced status of many of the key strategic allocations (with two major sites already benefitting from resolutions to
grant permission), there would be no real benefit to such SPD's. Indeed, they would serve only to divert Council
resources and potential act as a barrier to accelerated housing delivery.
8. As such, the references to these SPDs should be deleted from the policy. The Local Plan is clear at paragraph 4.44
that an application on the land at South West Aylesbury is due in December 2017 (albeit that this submission date has
now pushed back slightly to Q1 2018). A planning application is currently being prepared and extensive pre-application
discussions have already taken place with both Aylesbury Vale District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council
(with Planning Performance Agreements in place with both).
9. The Council has made it clear that it supports the accelerated delivery of development on land at South West
Aylesbury and, indeed, this is a fundamental element / objective of its garden town status.
10. Against this background, we consider that there is no benefit in a Masterplanning SPD as proposed by the Council.
The proposals in the Local Plan for this (and every strategic) site are already extremely detailed (and could be added to
if required), and given the advanced status of many of the key strategic allocations (with two major sites already
benefitting from resolutions to grant permission), there would be no real benefit to such an SPD. Indeed, it would serve
only to divert Council resources and potentially act as a barrier to accelerated housing delivery.
11. As such, the references to this Masterplanning SPD should be deleted from the policy.
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Criterion b. provision of Gypsy and Traveller Pitches
12. We respond separately on this issue in our representations to Policy D1, but we object to the specific requirement,
as part of Policy D-AGT2, for the provision for five gypsy and traveller pitches for the reasons set out below.
13. Policy S6 of the Local Plan confirms that there is a requirement for 84 (net) additional pitches for travelling or
unknown Gypsies and Travellers, and two (net) additional plots for travelling or unknown Travelling Showpeople.
14. Paragrpah 4 of the NPPF is clear in terms of providing for the needs of Gypsy's and Travellers, stating that 'This
Framework should be read in conjunction with the Government's planning policy for traveller sites', and at Footnote 34
that 'The Planning Policy for traveller sites sets out how travellers' accommodation needs should be assessed'.
15. The Government's definition of Gypsy's and Travellers is contained within the document entitled 'Planning Policy for
Traveller Sites' (PPTS) (August 2015). As referenced in the supporting text to Policy S6, the Government definition of
Gypsy's and Travellers was amended within this document to specifically exclude 'Persons...who have ceased to travel
permanently'. The PPTS definition must be the starting point for assessing the need for additional Gypsy and Traveller
pitches within the District.
16. ORS were commissioned to produce the Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe 'Gypsy Traveller
Accommodation Assessment' (GTAA) in order to provide a robust assessment of current and future need for Gypsy,
Traveller and Travelling Showpeople accommodation within those authority areas. The GTAA confirms that of those
interviewed for the study, 4 Gypsy and Traveller households met the most up to date planning definition within
Aylesbury Vale and on that basis, there is a need for just 8 additional Gypsy and Traveller pitches within the District.
17. The GTAA confirms that a further 20 households did not meet the planning definition, whilst the status of a further
87 households is identified as 'unknown', either because they refused to be interviewed or could not be contacted.
There were no identified Travelling Showpeople.
18. The GTAA confirms at paragraph 7.28 that if all of the unknown households were to meet the planning definition,
additional need could rise by a further 76 pitches. However, the GTAA also outlines that ORS data has been collected
nationally from over 1,800 household interviews since the changes to the PPTS were introduced in 2015. This data
confirms that of those interviewed approximately 10% of households met the correct planning definition of Gypsy's and
Travellers, whilst in some local authorities (most notably in London), that percentage falls to zero.
19. On that basis it is concluded in the GTAA at paragraph 7.27 that only a small proportion of the 'unknown'
households will require new pitches:
''This would suggest that it is likely that only a small proportion of the potential need identified from these households
will need new Gypsy and Traveller pitches, and that the needs of the majority will need to be addressed through other
means' (emphasis added).
20. The GTAA discusses further the treatment of unknown households at paragraph 1.9 when it states that:
''Councils will need to carefully consider how to address the needs associated with unknown Travellers as it is unlikely
that all of this need will need to be addressed through the provision of conditioned Gypsy or Traveller pitches. In terms
of Local Plan policies the Councils could consider the use of a specific site allocation/protection policy for those
households that do meet the planning definition, together with a criteria-based policy (as suggested in PPTS) for any
unknown households that do provide evidence that they meet the planning definition'' (emphasis added).
21. And further at paragraph 1.22 that:
'Only the need from those households who meet the planning definition and from those of the unknown households
who subsequently demonstrate that they meet it should be considered as need arising from the GTAA' (emphasis
added).
22. The Council's approach to the provision of Gypsy and Traveller pitches is outlined in the supporting text to Policy
S6 and at Table 4, which identifies a total of 69 additional pitches for Gypsy's and Travellers. Table 6 identifies 2
additional pitches for Travelling Showpeople. It suggests that the proposed allocations in the Local Plan will meet the
needs for all of the unknowns for the first 10 years of the Plan period. A further 8 pitches are planned for later in the
Plan period so that, in total, 76 additional pitches would be provided - sufficient to meet, in full, the maximum possible
requirement for 'unknown' households. This approach is unsound on the basis that it is contrary to the Council's own
evidence base (in the form of the GTAA) and national policy in the NPPF.
23. Based on its own evidence base, the Council has incorrectly and unnecessarily sought to over-provide Gypsy and
Traveller pitches to meet the needs of all 'unknown' households. Based on the available evidence, the Council should
plan for no more than the 8 pitches known to be required by those meeting the Government's own definition of Gypsy's
and Travellers, and for those 'unknown' households that subsequently demonstrate that they meet the definition. ORS
evidence suggests that this is likely to be around 10%. This would result in a further 8 pitches for Gypsy's and
Travellers and only 1 for Travelling Showpeople i.e. 17 additional pitches in total.
24. In terms of providing these additional pitches, paragraph 1.8 of the GTAA suggests that:
''The need arising from households that meet the planning definition should be addressed through site
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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allocation/intensification/expansion policies. Consideration will also need to be given to the allocation of pitches on
public sites''.
25. Table 4 shows clearly that the true number of additional pitches required could comfortably be accommodated by
expanding or intensifying provision on a small number of existing sites. Draft Policy D10 sets out a range of criteria that
Gypsy and Traveller sites should meet, including safe and convenient vehicular access (criterion b.), access to services
(criterion g.), and a maximum size of 15 pitches (criterion h.) A host of the existing sites identified at Table 4 could be
expanded without exceeding the maximum suggested figure of 15 pitches. Furthermore, and of fundamental
importance, it is clear that these consented sites must already comply with the remaining criteria at Policy D10
including access to services etc.
26. Clearly therefore, the first priority should be the expansion and intensification of existing sites to meet the genuinely
identified need as set out in the Council's own evidence base.
Criterion j. Development in the Flood Plain
27. Criterion j. states that, using a sequential approach, 'built development' should be restricted to Flood Zone 1 with
Flood Zones 2, 3 and 3a retained as green space.
28. We agree that where better or more sustainable opportunities exist, it is not preferable for residential development
to take place in Flood Zones 2 or 3a.
29. However, in terms of land which is within Flood Zones 2 and 3a (a total of approximately 13ha) it should be noted,
in accordance with guidance in the NPPF and PPG (ID 7-067), that whilst it is clearly preferable to allocate sites in
Flood Zone 1 where suitable and sustainable land is available, the allocation of housing in Flood Zone 2 is considered
to be appropriate. Furthermore, development in Flood Zone 3a can also appropriate subject to satisfying the exception
test.
30. In any event, and at the very least, the policy should be clarified to state that 'built development' in this context
excludes roads and other infrastructure, consistent with national policy on flood risk in the NPPF at paragraphs 100 104, as well as the relevant guidance in PPG.
Criterion p. New major transport
31. Criterion p. suggests that the realigned A4010, and HS2, should be designed so that the potential loss of floodplain
and change of flow pathways resulting from their implementation do not have an adverse effect on flood risk. It goes on
to suggest that their design should ensure that they remain operational and safe for users in times of flood.
32. Whilst we do not object to this in principle, both HS2 and the A4010 are outside of this site and detailed design in
this regard is a matter for other parties. As such, this component of the policy, which is specific to the South West
Aylesbury site, should be deleted. It may be appropriate for the Council to introduce a separate policy in relation to
these other issues.
Implementation Approach
33. Under the heading 'Implementation Approach' the policy goes on to outline that development of this site will come
forward 'towards the latter end of the plan period and only once a Masterplan and Delivery SPD for the allocation has
been prepared and adopted by the Council''. The policy goes on to suggest that proposals will be expected to
demonstrate how they 'positively contribute to the achievement of the SPD and the Aylesbury Garden Town Principles
set out in Policy D1'.
34. As highlighted previously and elsewhere in our representations, a planning application for this site is currently being
prepared following extensive pre-application discussions and engagement with the Council. It will be submitted in Q1
2018 and as a consequence, it is evident that this site could start to deliver housing towards the front / middle of the
Plan period.
35. In addition, and as set out previously and elsewhere in our representations, we do not consider that it is necessary
or appropriate to produce a Masterplanning SPD in these circumstances, or to prevent delivery from this site until such
a document has been prepared by the Council.
Changes Sought
Amend Policy D-AG2 as follows:
i. Delete criterion b. which relates to gypsy and traveller pitch provision;
ii. Revise criterion j. to make it clear that built development is not limited only to Flood Zone 1 and that such reference
does not include development such as roads;
iii. Remove references to the realigned A4010 and HS2 from criterion p.
iv. Amend 'Implementation Approach' to make clear that development will come forward toward the front / middle of the
Plan period, and delete reference to the Masterplan and Delivery SPD.
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Summary:

Object, D-AGT2:
That we support the identification of land at South West Aylesbury for strategic housing growth as part of the wider
Aylesbury Garden Town proposals but that:
* the supporting text should be simplified;
* criterion b. (gypsy and traveler pitch provision) should be deleted;
* References to the realigned A4010 and HS2 should be removed from criterion p.
* Under 'implementation Approach' it should be clarified that development will come forward toward the front / middle of
the Plan period.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
Amend Policy D-AG2 as follows:
i. Delete criterion b. which relates to gypsy and traveller pitch provision;
ii. Revise criterion j. to make it clear that built development is not limited only to Flood Zone 1 and that such reference
does not include development such as roads;
iii. Remove references to the realigned A4010 and HS2 from criterion p.
iv. Amend 'Implementation Approach' to make clear that development will come forward toward the front / middle of the
Plan period, and delete reference to the Masterplan and Delivery SPD.
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

Significant new road infrastructure is required together with strategic-level flood
defences, and (as previously stated) there remain concerns as to how such
infrastructure is to be financed. Draft Policy D-AGT2 indicates that a Masterplan and
Delivery SPD will be required before the allocation can come forward, with the delivery
of the site being anticipated to occur at the end of the Plan period.
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

The uncertainty surrounding the impact of HS2, and the complex flood risk issues that
affect the site, is such that the delivery of approximately 1,550 dwellings cannot be
guaranteed; particularly as the policy advocates that development of the site should
follow the extensive and arguably proscriptive Aylesbury Garden Town Principles set out
in draft Policy D1.
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

he impact on the road system of building 1,500 plus houses is very concerning. A considerable amount of the traffic will
go into Aylesbury on the existing overloaded roads especially using Stoke Road and the gyratory system. The proximity
of these developments to Stoke Mandeville must also be considered with ambulance reponse times on the increase.
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Respondent: High Speed 2 Limited (HS2 Ltd) () [31578]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd on the above matter, we have the following comments and observations to make on
the document.
High level references are made to HS2 Act and formal Safeguarding Directions applying to the district and as such
there are no immediate concerns in 'soundness' terms from a safeguarding planning perspective.
On a more detailed level it is noted that policies related to Garden town delivery and the land South west of Aylesbury
feature in the Strategic vision and there is also a reference to; 'work on cycle route design and how it interacts with
HS2 will be completed to maximise the benefits and connectivity between communities and the countryside.' In each of
those cases the local authority will be aware that discussions between HS2 Ltd and relevant parties are ongoing
through the statutory referral process for the planning application and/or Environmental Statement Scoping Reports
respectively and safeguarding objectives will need to be protected in each case.
Other observations are as follows:
* P.16 para 1.17 - It is the HS2 Act that will require HS2 to be suitably mitigated, rather than the Local Plan.
* P27 refers to working with partners to deliver broadband/telecoms along the HS2 route. It should be noted that the
Department for Transport led on this matter, as the recommendation was essentially aimed at Government, rather than
HS2 per se. The Government response to the House of Commons Select Committee final report - see:
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/hs2/Report/dft-response-hs2-select-committee-march2016.pdf - responded to the recommendation in paragraph 113, and essentially said that DfT would work with DCMS on
the issue.
* 7.14 "Work on cycle route design and how it interacts with the HS2 will be completed to maximise benefits and
connectivity between communities and the countryside". This statement would be more accurate by referring to route
wide cycle commitments that the Promoter/HS2 Nominated Undertaker have made through formal Undertakings and
Assurances to the Cycling Touring Club of Great Britain.
* P.78 points i-o this list of requirements is relatively standard, but onerous for any developer to comply with in practice.
If any developer were to implement all of this they should only need to engage with HS2 Ltd with regard to our current
design for infrastructure and mitigation to ensure it is appropriately incorporated and accounted for in their masterplan,
particularly if they want to change any of the proposed mitigation.
* Policy T2 on P.205 looks reasonable, except for its expectation that HS2 will "preserve sites of archaeological or
historic interest". Arguably this is an academic point in light of the HS2 Act.
* P.276 - Glossary - having achieved Royal Assent for Phase One of the railway in February 2017, awarding our main
works civils contracts, depositing the hybrid Bill for Phase 2a and announcing the route for Phase 2b it should be
recognised that High Speed 2 is going ahead.
* From checking the Environmental Statement, the only correction (Box 6.4) would be that HS2 works have
commenced in 2017 (rather than expected to commence).
If there are any queries in relation to the points made in this response do not hesitate to contact me.

Summary:

P.78 points i-o this list of requirements is relatively standard, but onerous for any developer to comply with in practice. If
any developer were to implement all of this they should only need to engage with HS2 Ltd with regard to our current
design for infrastructure and mitigation to ensure it is appropriately incorporated and accounted for in their masterplan,
particularly if they want to change any of the proposed mitigation.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

The Master Plan should provide for the retention and maintenance of a suitable setting for the two listed buildings to the
south-east of the site and take account of the setting of Hartwell House and Hartwell Conservation Area and listed
buildings to the west. This should be a site-specific requirement.
In addition, the Master Plan for the site should be informed by the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character
Assessment and Historic Environment Record, with the synthesis of any existing archaeological investigations and
further archaeological investigation if necessary, with the conservation of historic landscape features and
archaeological remains a site-specific requirement.
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The impact on the road system of building 1,500 plus houses is very concerning. A considerable
amount of the traffic will go into Aylesbury on the existing overloaded roads especially using Stoke
Road and the gyratory system. The proximity of these developments to Stoke Mandeville must also be considered with
ambulance reponse times on the increase.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

STO016
This site has been subject to discussion between Environment Agency, Aylesbury Vale
District Council, Buckinghamshire County Council and HS2. Our comments have been
fed back to Aylesbury Vale District Council through these discussions and should be
considered.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

AGT2 - South west Aylesbury
We have records that indicated 2 historic landfill may be present in the northern section
of this site near the A418. This may have implications in terms of site layout and
investigations/remediation. We expect the groundwater aquifers to be protected form
pollution.

Change to Plan

AGT2 - South west Aylesbury
We have records that indicated 2 historic landfill may be present in the northern section
of this site near the A418. This may have implications in terms of site layout and
investigations/remediation. We expect the groundwater aquifers to be protected form
pollution.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

By including the words "where
practicable" you allow for the
possibly of destruction of priority
habitats and the loss of biodiversity.
For the woodlands and hedgerows
there is already the word "should"
instead of "will" which lessens the
strength of the policy and allows
arguments against retaining habitat
features.

Change to Plan

Remove the words "where
practicable" where it allows
impacts on biodiversity and
priority habitats.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).
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Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The description at 4.51 is very specific and whilst this is understandably based on the development AVDC has agreed
to, this is a land use allocation for the long term and, within appropriate land uses and infrastructure the wording used
should allow due flexibility and complement wording in the Policy AGT3 itself.
The description in para 4.51 should accordingly be broader.

Summary:

The description at 4.51 is very specific and whilst this is understandably based on the development AVDC has agreed
to, this is a land use allocation for the long term and, within appropriate land uses and infrastructure the wording used
should allow due flexibility and complement wording in the Policy AGT3 itself.
The description in para 4.51 should accordingly be broader.

Change to Plan

We suggest:
"Woodlands: allocated for mixed use development including around 1,100 dwellings and up to around 102,800 sqm of
employment alongside infrastructure. This site will form a key development area to support the growth of the Garden
Town."

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.53

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

* 4.53: Please note that part of the Woodlands site extends to the north of the GUC. The proposals map needs to also
take this into account.

Summary:

* 4.53: Please note that part of the Woodlands site extends to the north of the GUC. The proposals map needs to also
take this into account.

Change to Plan

amend the wording and proposals map as above.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii
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Support
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4.56

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Historic England welcomes the recognition of the Aylesbury Arm of the historic Grand Union Canal with a number of
listed bridges to the north of the north of A41 site as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of,
and the clear
strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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4.62

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

Full Text:

* 4.62: It is not clear where this concept plan can be found.

Summary:

* 4.62: It is not clear where this concept plan can be found.

Change to Plan

clarify or amend as above

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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N/A

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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4.63

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Summary:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
The site layout and design should also take account of key long-distance views to and from the Chiltern Hills.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv
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4.63

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

the Master Plan SPD for Aylesbury north of the A41 site should be informed by the Buckinghamshire Historic
Landscape Character Assessment and Historic Environment Record, with further archaeological investigation if
necessary, and we would expect the retention and enhancement of historic landscape features and archaeological
remains to be a place-shaping principle in accordance with the protection afforded to such assets by the nppf, as part
of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic
environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 and in compliance with principle j of Policy D1.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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4.65

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

* 4.65 final bullet point: The final 6 words in this sentence are not clear and should be deleted.

Summary:

* 4.65 final bullet point: The final 6 words in this sentence are not clear and should be deleted.

Change to Plan

The sentence should finish reading "...will capture the value of the Grand Union Canal and create a new canal-side
destination."

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None
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4.65

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to the urban extension being derived from the field pattern and landscape features on the
South Aylesbury site, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for
enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
N/A
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The quantum of development in this location will leave a severe residual impact on the local transport system
especially the A41.
The sensitive nature of the flood plain has not been adequately considered and the sequential test has been shown to
fail in relation to plans before the Council.

Summary:

The quantum of development in this location will leave a severe residual impact on the local transport system
especially the A41.
The sensitive nature of the flood plain has not been adequately considered and the sequential test has been shown to
fail in relation to plans before the Council.

Change to Plan

The road alignment through Woodlands needs to be fully, fairly and reasonably assessed on a Sequential basis.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Letter to AVDC re Woodlands.pdf
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The quantum of development in this location will leave a severe residual impact on the local transport system
especially the A41. The sensitive nature of the flood plain has not been adequately considered and the sequential test
has been shown to fail in relation to plans before the Council.

Summary:

The quantum of development in this location will leave a severe residual impact on the local transport system
especially the A41. The sensitive nature of the flood plain has not been adequately considered and the sequential test
has been shown to fail in relation to plans before the Council.

Change to Plan

Reassess the development

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Aylesbury Woodlands Sequential Test Review 16 June 17.pdf
Letter to AVDC re Woodlands.pdf
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Mr Harry Czapski [32033]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir or Madam,
With regard to:
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
And
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
I can only imagine the number of new sets of traffic lights planned along the A41 by AVDC if these two developments
get the go ahead, to go along with the several that have already been implemented in the last few years.
Traffic lights, the BAND-AID® of local government planners everywhere. They don't solve the problem of traffic
decongestion, they just make queuing fairer.
Without new orbital roads being implemented BEFORE any new housing developments are sanctioned, the already
dire traffic problems experienced along the A41 at certain times of day will not only worsen at peak times but soon
become chronic throughout the day. This cannot be in the interests of either the local population, local transport or
companies that require regular access to central Aylesbury and beyond.
I have picked these two sections of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, VALP, to comment on, but having read through
the whole plan, frankly I can't see anything positive to say about any of the plan without a vast improvement to the local
infrastructure being implemented first. This as I understand it is on the whole just aspirational at this stage.

Summary:

Traffic lights, don't solve the problem of traffic decongestion, they just make queuing fairer.
Without new orbital roads being implemented BEFORE any new housing developments are sanctioned, the already
dire traffic problems experienced along the A41 at certain times of day will not only worsen at peak times but soon
become chronic throughout the day. This cannot be in the interests of either the local population, local transport or
companies that require regular access to central Aylesbury and beyond.
having read through the whole plan, frankly I can't see anything positive to say about any of the plan

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Czapski, Harry 32033.pdf
RE Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Pre-Submission Consultation.pdf
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Cole and Partners (Mr Adrian Cole) [30052]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We support paragraph 4.51 relating to college farm and the allocation for 250 dwellings.

Summary:

We support paragraph 4.51 relating to college farm and the allocation for 250 dwellings.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A
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Support
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Cole and Partners (Mr Adrian Cole) [30052]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The college farm site is intended to be brought forward once the adjoining development of Woodlands has commenced
allowing for necessary infrastructure services, implementation period is unlikely to commence for approx. 3 years.

Summary:

The college farm site is intended to be brought forward once the adjoining development of Woodlands has commenced
allowing for necessary infrastructure services, implementation period is unlikely to commence for approx. 3 years.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses E and O of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Summary:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses E and O of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 767 - 29938 - D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 - None

767

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In the bullet points:
* in addition to the uses listed it should include "around 3,500 sq m Leisure facilities (A1/A3/A4)" as this is part of the
agreed Woodlands development.
* The reference to hotel and conference centre should refer to "around 6,000 sqm" not '5,000'.
* The references against 'Open Space' (12th bullet point) are inappropriately detailed, especially when the form of
development within the Manor Farm, Westonmead Farm and College Farm areas is not yet known. This bullet point
should simply read "Supporting open space including play areas, informal open spaces, allotments/ community
orchards and woodland."

Summary:

In the bullet points:
* in addition to the uses listed it should include "around 3,500 sq m Leisure facilities (A1/A3/A4)" as this is part of the
agreed Woodlands development.
* The reference to hotel and conference centre should refer to "around 6,000 sqm" not '5,000'.
* The references against 'Open Space' (12th bullet point) are inappropriately detailed, especially when the form of
development within the Manor Farm, Westonmead Farm and College Farm areas is not yet known. This bullet point
should simply read "Supporting open space including play areas, informal open spaces, allotments/ community
orchards and woodland."

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes
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Legal?
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Yes
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

'Site-specific requirements a) to u)':
* The way this section is structured needs reconsideration as, with four 'sub' developments it is not clear which of them
should address the site specific requirements listed. By way of example, it is not clear to which of the development
areas sub-sections 'o', 'p' and 'q' relate.
* The final sentence in the introductory paragraph also needs rewording, for the same reason.

Summary:

'Site-specific requirements a) to u)':
* The way this section is structured needs reconsideration as, with four 'sub' developments it is not clear which of them
should address the site specific requirements listed. By way of example, it is not clear to which of the development
areas sub-sections 'o', 'p' and 'q' relate.
* The final sentence in the introductory paragraph also needs rewording, for the same reason.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

as above
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Object
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

* In point a), whilst BA understands the sense of maintaining the individual identity of the villages referred to this does
not apply to the 'existing urban edge' and this reference should be omitted as in fact a 'new urban edge' will be created
as a result of the allocated development.
*

Summary:

* In point a), whilst BA understands the sense of maintaining the individual identity of the villages referred to this does
not apply to the 'existing urban edge' and this reference should be omitted as in fact a 'new urban edge' will be created
as a result of the allocated development.
*

Change to Plan

as above

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

* In points b) and c), it appears that the Woodlands development may be expected to provide infrastructure and
facilities without which housing development on the other three development areas (and potentially other developments
in the locality) would not be sustainable. Account needs to be taken of the financial burden on the Woodlands
development and the effect that has on development viability. A mechanism should be identified to cross-fund such
supporting infrastructure/facilities.

Summary:

* In points b) and c), it appears that the Woodlands development may be expected to provide infrastructure and
facilities without which housing development on the other three development areas (and potentially other developments
in the locality) would not be sustainable. Account needs to be taken of the financial burden on the Woodlands
development and the effect that has on development viability. A mechanism should be identified to cross-fund such
supporting infrastructure/facilities.

Change to Plan

as above

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes
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Yes

Soundness Tests
None
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

* In point g, it is unclear what is meant by the 'Garden Community' and this should be clarified here.
* In point h, the meaning of "town-wide" flood defences is unclear. The Woodlands development does not increase
flood risk to third parties, and provides as much betterment as is possible but is limited by the local hydraulics and land
ownership. We suggest the reference to "town-wide" is removed therefore.

Summary:

* In point g, it is unclear what is meant by the 'Garden Community' and this should be clarified here.
* In point h, the meaning of "town-wide" flood defences is unclear. The Woodlands development does not increase
flood risk to third parties, and provides as much betterment as is possible but is limited by the local hydraulics and land
ownership. We suggest the reference to "town-wide" is removed therefore.

Change to Plan

as above

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes
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Yes
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

* In point 'k' the words "should be preserved as green space" would more appropriately be phrased "should be laid out
for uses compatible with these Flood Zones". Otherwise the wording is too restrictive and not compatible with the
wording of point 'm'.
* In point t), this should read "provision for ..." (rather than 'of').

Summary:

* In point 'k' the words "should be preserved as green space" would more appropriately be phrased "should be laid out
for uses compatible with these Flood Zones". Otherwise the wording is too restrictive and not compatible with the
wording of point 'm'.
* In point t), this should read "provision for ..." (rather than 'of').

Change to Plan

as above

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Under 'Implementation Approach' "towards the latter end of the Plan period" does not apply to Aylesbury Woodlands,
where BA hopes to start in 2019 with commencement of construction of the first Phase (in summary, the ELRS and
business area) and follow on soon after with residential phases. This section therefore needs restructuring.

Summary:

Under 'Implementation Approach' "towards the latter end of the Plan period" does not apply to Aylesbury Woodlands,
where BA hopes to start in 2019 with commencement of construction of the first Phase (in summary, the ELRS and
business area) and follow on soon after with residential phases. This section therefore needs restructuring.

Change to Plan

as above

Appear at exam?
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Clearwater Properties (Mr Alvin Mark Lindley)
[28833]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

1. These representations are prepared by Alvin Lindley representing the interest I have in land at Weston Mead Farm
and this site is identified within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan at Policy D-AGT3 as being 11.5ha in size and
allocated for 60 dwellings, reduced from the previous VALP indicating 120 dwellings and commercial uses upon the
Southern part of the site. I understand the reduction was in the main due to concerns of the land being within the
floodplain. All of which are now addressed below and in the attached private and public documentation referred to.
2. I write to confirm that Weston Mead Farm Limited has very recently submitted an outline planning application on the
southern parcel of land at Weston Mead Farm (south of the Bear Brook) for up to 177 dwellings. The application is
currently awaiting validation by the Council.
3. Notwithstanding the Council's proposed approach to land at Weston Mead Farm, we consider that the entire site is
developable and accordingly can accommodate up to 280 dwellings (see illustrative masterplan at Appendix 1).
4. In respect of the deliverability of the northern parcel of land at Weston Mead Farm (north of the Bear Brook), the
following matters are considered pertinent:
a) The Council's Landscape and Visual Capacity Study identifies that the entire site is developable, other than a very
small strip adjacent to the Bear Brook, which is not proposed for development in any event (see Appendix 2).
Furthermore, page 60 of the Study states the following in respect of the site:
"The site consists of two fields separated by a river with derelict agricultural units and buildings to the east of the river.
To the east of the site lies The Old Dairy, the access road to this property runs along part of the eastern boundary with
mature formal tree planting. To the north, west and east the site is surrounded by the rural landscape. Views into the
site are limited to upper storey views from The Old Dairy and 16 filtered oblique upper storey views from properties to
the south. Thought the site is elevated its enclosed nature limits its visual relationship with the wider landscape
character."
It then concludes that there is:
"Potential to develop 100% of the site as an extension to the settlement edge of Aylesbury."
b) The Aylesbury Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for site WTV017 (land at Weston Mead Farm) confirms that
it is not located within Flood Zone 3, with only a small part adjacent to the Bear Brook within Flood Zone 2 and where
no development is proposed (see Appendix 3).
c) A meeting was held with the Environment Agency on 1st December regarding land at Weston Mead Farm, during
which in principle agreement was given to the construction of a new bridge over the Bear Brook (minutes of the
meeting can be found at Appendix 4).
d) The northern part of the site will now be surrounded by the recently approved Aylesbury Woodlands scheme (ref.
16/01040/AOP) (see Aylesbury Woodlands masterplan at Appendix 5).
5. Given the above, there is no compelling reason to limit the developable extent of land at Weston Mead Farm to the
southern half of the site and restrict its overall capacity to 60 dwellings. Instead, it is considered that the site can
accommodate up to 280 dwellings in total, without significant environmental harm.
6. It is therefore considered that Policy D-AGT3 should be amended to remove the restriction on housing development
in the northern part of the site and subsequently increase the assumed capacity to 280 dwellings.
7. Without the suggested changes, it is considered that Policy D-AGT3 would be unsound as it would not be justified in
failing to be the most appropriate strategy and it would not be consistent with national policy.

Summary:

Policy D-AGT3 as being 11.5ha in size allocation should be amended for two reasons
An application has been submitted for 177 dwellings on Southern part.
A design is ready for consultation for 103 dwellings on the Northern part. Landscape concerns are resolved, the land is
not within flood plain. The proposed road bridge crossing the brook has been approved in pre-app with Environmental
Agency.
The site is brown field, the northern side contains significant redundant farm buildings.
The site is sustainable, desirable, able to support 280 dwellings which are deliverable within a relatively short time
frame.

Change to Plan

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Canal & River Trust will continue to work with the Council and applicants to ensure that this proposal result in high
quality waterside development which properly addresses the Aylesbury arm and maximises the benefits the canal can
bring to the site.

Summary:

The Canal & River Trust will continue to work with the Council and applicants to ensure that this proposal result in high
quality waterside development which properly addresses the Aylesbury arm and maximises the benefits the canal can
bring to the site.
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Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Support allocation but please note:
The council are reminded that the Tring Reservoirs and in particular, the Weston Turville Reservoir is owned by the
Canal & River Trust. Any development in the vicinity of the reservoir should consider not only the risk of flooding from
Weston Turville Reservoir but consider whether development will change the risk profile of the reservoir and therefore
we suggest that further discussions on this matter should include the Canal & River Trust and not just use Environment
Agency flood risk data, to ensure that breach modelling is carried out and any necessary mitigation costs to the
site,reservoir or its result in future additional costs to the Trust a result in a variation to its future risk category should
be the responsibility of the developer. We note that point j refers to discussions with the Environment Agency and we
ask that this amended to include reference to discussions with the Canal & River Trust too.

Summary:

Discussions need to take place with the Canal & River Trust in relation to development which may be at risk of flooding
from the Tring reservoirs.
Officer Note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Summary:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
"The development should be designed using a landscape-led approach including consideration of the long-distance
views to and from the AONB. This should be informed by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared in line
with the latest Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment"
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Respondent: Mr David Lear [32185]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas (Mr Peter Canavan) [32445]

On behalf of the landowners, Carter Jonas fully supports the allocation of land at Manor Farm, Broughton within the site
allocation known as "Aylesbury north of A41" to accommodate circa 350 dwellings. The site is available for
development and deliverable, with no known constraints. According to the Environment Agency flood risk map, the
majority of the site lies within flood zone 1 (lowest probability of flooding).
A site plan showing our client's land interests is attached to this form as Appendix A.
The site is both deliverable and developable, being available now, offering a suitable location for residential
development and being capable of being viably developed as proposed in the draft Policy.
The site is well related to Aylesbury to its west. To its north lies the development of Kingsbrook which is currently under
construction with the northern strategic access link (ELR (N)) targeted for completion by 2021. To its south east lies the
development of Woodlands which has a resolution to grant planning
permission and which includes a strategic link road connecting with the Eastern Link Road North (ELR (N)) and the A41
Aston Clinton Road (this is known as the Eastern Link Road South (ELR(S)).
The development proposals up to 2022 include the delivery of the ELR (S). To its south lies the development of
Hampden Fields which also has a resolution to grant outline planning permission for development of up to 3,000
houses. The development includes a strategic link road (SLR) to be delivered in the early phases of the development.
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Access to the land at Manor Farm would be taken from the proposed Eastern Link Road (South) to be delivered as part
of the adjoining Woodlands development to the south east. The Manor Farm landowner has a legal agreement in place
with Buckinghamshire Advantage, who are currently promoting the Woodlands project, whereby land required for the
Eastern Link Road where it passes through the proposed Woodlands development can be provided, with an easement
granted to the Manor Farm landowner to enable provision of an access road from the Eastern Link Road upto the
southern boundary of the Manor Farm land which would be capable of supporting the proposed development at Manor
Farm. An illustrative graphic of which is attached as Appendix B.
In summary, the land at Manor Farm, Broughton is surrounded by development on all sides and makes a logical,
deliverable and viable allocation for residential development as part of the Council's wider Garden Town delivery
objectives.

Summary:

On behalf of the landowners, Carter Jonas fully supports the allocation of land at Manor Farm, Broughton within the site
known as "Aylesbury north of A41" to accommodate circa 350 dwellings. The site is both deliverable and developable,
being available now, offering a suitable location for residential development and being capable of being viably
developed as proposed in the draft Policy.
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Respondent: Clearwater Properties (Mr Alvin Mark Lindley)
[28833]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

These representations are prepared by Alvin Lindley representing the interest I have in land at Weston Mead Farm and
this site is identified within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan at Policy D-AGT3 as being 11.5ha in size and allocated for
60 dwellings, reduced from the previous VALP indicating 120 dwellings and commercial uses upon the Southern part of
the site. I understand the reduction was in the main due to concerns of the land being within the floodplain. All of which
are now addressed below and in the attached private and public documentation referred to.
2. I write to confirm that Weston Mead Farm Limited has very recently submitted an outline planning application on the
southern parcel of land at Weston Mead Farm (south of the Bear Brook) for up to 177 dwellings. The application is
currently awaiting validation by the Council.
3. Notwithstanding the Council's proposed approach to land at Weston Mead Farm, we consider that the entire site is
developable and accordingly can accommodate up to 280 dwellings (see illustrative masterplan at Appendix 1).
4. In respect of the deliverability of the northern parcel of land at Weston Mead Farm (north of the Bear Brook), the
following matters are considered pertinent:
a) The Council's Landscape and Visual Capacity Study identifies that the entire site is developable, other than a very
small strip adjacent to the Bear Brook, which is not proposed for development in any event (see Appendix 2).
Furthermore, page 60 of the Study states the following in respect of the site:
"The site consists of two fields separated by a river with derelict agricultural units and buildings to the east of the river.
To the east of the site lies The Old Dairy, the access road to this property runs along part of the eastern boundary with
mature formal tree planting. To the north, west and east the site is surrounded by the rural landscape. Views into the
site are limited to upper storey views from The Old Dairy and 16 filtered oblique upper storey views from properties to
the south. Thought the site is elevated its enclosed nature limits its visual relationship with the wider landscape
character."
It then concludes that there is:
"Potential to develop 100% of the site as an extension to the settlement edge of Aylesbury."
b) The Aylesbury Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for site WTV017 (land at Weston Mead Farm) confirms that
it is not located within Flood Zone 3, with only a small part adjacent to the Bear Brook within Flood Zone 2 and where
no development is proposed (see Appendix 3).
c) A meeting was held with the Environment Agency on 1st December regarding land at Weston Mead Farm, during
which in principle agreement was given to the construction of a new bridge over the Bear Brook (minutes of the
meeting can be found at Appendix 4).
d) The northern part of the site will now be surrounded by the recently approved Aylesbury Woodlands scheme (ref.
16/01040/AOP) (see Aylesbury Woodlands masterplan at Appendix 5).
5. Given the above, there is no compelling reason to limit the developable extent of land at Weston Mead Farm to the
southern half of the site and restrict its overall capacity to 60 dwellings. Instead, it is
considered that the site can accommodate up to 280 dwellings in total, without significant environmental harm.
6. It is therefore considered that Policy D-AGT3 should be amended to remove the restriction on housing development
in the northern part of the site and subsequently increase the assumed capacity to 280 dwellings.
7. Without the suggested changes, it is considered that Policy D-AGT3 would be unsound as it would not be justified in
failing to be the most appropriate strategy and it would not be consistent with national policy

Summary:

Support the identification of land at Weston Mead Farm limited as an appropriate location for housing and can confirm
that the land is available for housing. However, it is considered that Policy D-AGT3 should be amended to remove the
restriction on housing development in the northern part of the site and increase the assumed capacity to 280 dwellings.

Change to Plan

Policy D-AGT3 should be amended to remove the restriction on housing development in the northern part of the site
and increase the assumed capacity to 280 dwellings.
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Lindley, Alvin 28833 Appendix 2.pdf
Lindley, Alvin 28833 Policy D-AGT3 AL (002).pdf
Lindley, Alvin 28833 Appendix 4.pdf
Lindley, Alvin 28833 Appendix 1.pdf
Lindley, Alvin 28833 AL VALP Reps.pdf
Lindley, Alvin 28833 Appendix 3.pdf
Lindley, Alvin 28833 Appendix 5.pdf
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new
practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a
collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof solution that can provide exemplary primary care
provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.
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Respondent: Sarah Way [29008]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
I wish to comment on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, which cover the planning applications for Hampden
Fields and Woodlands.
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village. This is not an Effective approach
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes.
Not Effective.
Summary:

The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
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Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]
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Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D-AGT3
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Philip & Tina Brown [30599]
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Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, D-AGT3
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
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Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D-AGT3
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
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Respondent: Mrs B Daniel [28672]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
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Respondent: Mr Steven Hyams [29063]
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N/A

Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Weston Mead Farm Limited [32274]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Oliver Bell) [29794]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representations on behalf of Weston Mead Farm Limited in respect of the above consultation

Summary:

Support the identification of land at Weston Mead Farm limited as an appropriate location for housing
and can confirm that the land is available for housing. However, it is considered that Policy D-AGT3
should be amended as follows:
* express housing numbers as a minimum;
* remove the restriction on housing development in the northern part of the site;
* amend the requirement to provide 50% green infrastructure to a more flexible approach;
* removal of the requirement for a Masterplan SPD; and
* The SA is amended to change the scoring in respect of site WTV017 for Forestry Inventory
Woodland.
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Mr Richard Wise [28657]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
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Respondent: W K Boxhall [28450]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Mrs Ann Webbley [28640]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
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this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

The policy and the supporting text appear to be contradictory, and it is therefore unclear
over what period the Council expects the site to come forward. This raises further
questions in terms of phasing. For example, assuming that outline planning application
Ref. 16/01040/AOP is approved, the wording of the proposed policy suggest that the
Council would be reluctant to facilitate the approval of subsequent reserved matters /
discharge of conditions before the Masterplan SPD is in place
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

The policy and the supporting text appear to be contradictory and it is therefore unclear
over what period the Council expects the site to come forward. This raises further
questions in terms of phasing. For example, assuming that outline planning application
Ref. 16/01040/AOP is approved, the wording of the proposed policy suggest that the
Council would be reluctant to facilitate the approval of subsequent reserved matters /
discharge of conditions before the Masterplan SPD is in place.
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D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The sheer amount of development (Woodlands, MDA site etc.) in this area will have a severe impact on the local
transport system, in particular the A41. The sensitive nature of the flood plain has not been though rally examined and
the sequential test has been shown to fail in relation to the plans before the council.
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Respondent: GRE Assets [32260]

Agent:

Full Text:

Lichfields (Mr. Myles Smith) [32261]

On behalf of our client, GRE Assets please find below their representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, available for comment until the 14th December 2017. The
representations have been prepared by Lichfields.
The representations take the form of a report which encompasses our clients response to specific policies contained
within the plan, and includes the requisite forms.

Summary:

The new settlement north of the A41 is expected to begin delivering in 2022/23 (c30 dwellings). the site has been
brought forward by Buckinghamshire Advantage, the delivery arm of the Buckinghamshire Thames Valley LEP. the site
required delivery of key infrastructure including flood alleviation. the HLSSD assumes the site will delivery c180
dwellings per annum but GRE consider it is unreasonable to assume such a high delivery rate.

Change to Plan

The housing requirement should be increased to 26,000 dwellings or 34,000 when including unmet need.
The Council should undertake an assessment of a third scenario for Aston Clinton as a reasonable alternative in the
SA.
The trajectory, set out in the HLSSD, should reflect realistic assumptions on the lead-in times and build out rates for
strategic level allocations.
On the basis of the significant uplift in housing need, additional sites will be required.
The Plan should be modified to include Land north of Aylesbury Road/South of the A41 as an allocation for
development.
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Respondent: Mrs Stephanie Schneider [29055]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
I have tried to use the on-line form several times but it does not let me type in the relevant boxes so I am submitting my
responses in this e-mail giving the information, as much as possible, as required in the form.
I do not wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
Please inform me:When the VALP is submitted for independent examination.
When the Inspector's report is published
When the VALP is adopted
Responses
3.22 The phrases in this section 'seek to preserve' and 'The Council will resist development ....' are not strong
enough to provide protection from the coalescence of settlements. Already, the planned developments at Hampden
Fields and Stoke Mandeville would join these villages to Aylesbury so this policy is currently failing. This is not an
effective approach.
Suggested Change
Protection against coalescence of settlements should be strengthened and the planned developments which would go
against this policy should be reviewed or abandoned.

4.17 The 16,000 new houses planned around Aylesbury will have a very severe impact on the transport system (which
is already often gridlocked) and the orbital roads will not take enough of the traffic away from the town centre. Also,
much of the orbital route strategy is aspirational and so they will not be built for years, if at all. This policy is not
effective.
Suggested Change
There should be an up to date, independently assessed, sound evidence base for the transport interventions needed to
cope with future traffic levels.

D-AGT3 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury. It would also be in very close proximity to Aston Clinton. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Aston Clinton (coalescence - Policy 3.22.)

D-AGT4 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury, particularly on the A41, A413 and the gyratory system. It would also be in very close proximity to
Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
(coalescence - Policy 3.22)
Summary:

The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and around
Aylesbury. It would also be in very close proximity to Aston Clinton. It is not justified, sound or effective.

Change to Plan

This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Aston Clinton (coalescence - Policy 3.22.)
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

The Master Plan for this site should provide for the retention and maintenance of a suitable setting for these listed
structures. In addition, the Master Plan for the site should be informed by the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape
Character Assessment and Historic Environment Record, with the synthesis of any existing archaeological
investigations and further archaeological investigation if necessary, with the conservation of historic landscape features
and archaeological remains a site-specific requirement.

Change to Plan

These additional requirements would ensure the protection of these designated and non-designated assets in
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the
Framework and in compliance with principle j of Policy D1. Without them, we consider that Policy D-AGT3 does not
provide adequate protection to heritage assets in accordance with the Framework and is therefore not sound.
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Respondent: Michelle Hughes [30145]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The sheer amount of development (Woodlands, MDA site etc.) in this area will have a severe impact on the local
transport system, in particular the A41. The sensitive nature of the flood plain has not been though rally examined and
the sequential test has been shown to fail in relation to the plans before the council.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

BIE022 Manor Farm, Broughton
Although the watercourse falls just outside of the boundary of the site, we would still
expect to see it buffered from within the site to a distance of at least 10 metres. Any
development proposals on this greenfield site should be put forward as part of a
coherent plan which includes the adjacent two allocation sites WTV018 and WTV017.
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BIE022 Manor Farm, Broughton
Although the watercourse falls just outside of the boundary of the site, we would still
expect to see it buffered from within the site to a distance of at least 10 metres. Any
development proposals on this greenfield site should be put forward as part of a
coherent plan which includes the adjacent two allocation sites WTV018 and WTV017.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

WTV017 (Westonmead Farm)
Due to the large areas here which are proposed for development, we expect a cohesive
plan for all sites to ensure that maximum biodiversity benefits are achieved.
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

AGT3 - Aylesbury north of A41
We have records that indicate a historic landfill may be present in the vicinity of Weston
Mead Farm. Although the exact location is not mapped. This may have implications for
development in terms of site layout and investigations/remediation. We expect the
groundwater aquifers to be protected from pollution.
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AGT3 - Aylesbury north of A41
We have records that indicate a historic landfill may be present in the vicinity of Weston
Mead Farm. Although the exact location is not mapped. This may have implications for
development in terms of site layout and investigations/remediation. We expect the
groundwater aquifers to be protected from pollution.
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
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Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Bantham) [32144]

Agent:
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N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2507 - 32144 - D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 - None

2507

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2575 - 32216 - D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 - iii

2575

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

By including the words "where
practicable" you allow for the
possibly of destruction of priority
habitats and the loss of biodiversity.
For the woodlands and hedgerows
there is already the word "should"
instead of "will" which lessens the
strength of the policy and allows
arguments against retaining habitat
features.

Change to Plan

Remove the words "where
practicable" where it allows
impacts on biodiversity and
priority habitats.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2576 - 32216 - D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 - iv

2576

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Is this the only development site
that requires ecological mitigation?
The other sites hold similar
constraints. Consistency in the site
specific policies is important. A
reference to NE1-9 may be a more
consistent way of dealing with this.

Change to Plan

Add the following to all site
specific policies;
Appropriate ecological
mitigation as required.
Unless you know there is
mitigation required then remove
the 'as required'.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2663 - 28880 - D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 - None

2663

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: Mr Peter Hoare [28880]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs, I write to express my deeply felt concerns regarding the
various proposals forming the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
With
the current developments in and around the County Town, traffic and
movement is pretty bad, pollution can only rise and form additional
hotspots to those which exist already. I feel that a number of
Sections have a linkage-- more houses, more vehicles on our already
overcrowded roads. Side roads in residential areas are already a
nightmare during evenings and weekends. How long will it be before
the" Vale" is covered entirely with houses and inadequate
roads?
I fear the worst possible outcome and although at 81
years of age I'm way past my sell by date, my concerns cover future
generations as well as the difficulties that exist at the moment.
Of the various sections in the plan 3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and
Policy H1 are of particular concern which I feel do not provide
effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the development proposals.
Yours Faithfully,
Mr P.J.Hoare

Summary:

D-AGT3 does not provide effective solutions or is totally inadequate for the development proposals.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Hoare, Peter 28880.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2731 - 32430 - D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 - None

2731

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41

Respondent: The Lear Family [32430]

Agent:

Full Text:

Bidwells (Mr Derek Bromley) [29628]

We act on behalf of members of the Lear family who own land within Policy D1 , Site Aylesbury north of A41 (D/AGT3)
which is identified as part of the Aylesbury Garden Town. Our clients endorse the general policies regarding the Garden
Town and confirm their commitment to ensuring the deliverability of the proposed allocation.
The family have negotiated terms for their land to facilitate the Eastern Link Road, which forms part of the Woodland
Park Scheme. In addition, rights have been reserved to enable the delivery of an access appropriate for future
development.
This submission follows earlier representations we made on 22 April 2015 in relation to the Call for Sites, which was
identified as SHLB1 E010.

Summary:

We act on behalf of members of the Lear family who own land within Policy D1, Site Aylesbury north of A41 (D/AGT3)
which is identified as part of the Aylesbury Garden Town. Our clients endorse the general policies regarding the Garden
Town and confirm their commitment to ensuring the deliverability of the proposed allocation.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Bromley, David 29628 (LF) 24905-AylesburyValeDC-Email-14.12.17_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 887 - 28563 - 4.67 - i, ii, iii, iv

887

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.67

Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

A planned development the size of Hampden Fields must not be allowed. Developing on quality arable farming land
which produces crops for the counties food chain is immoral and obscene. The addition population will add to the
pressure already being experienced by the NHS and senior education in the area. With an estimated increase of 6,000
vehicles the road infrastructure will be put under severe pressure causing impact on the A41, A313 and The Gyratory
system, probable "Gridlock". Once these fields have been concreted over the are lost forever.

Summary:

A planned development the size of Hampden Fields must not be allowed. Developing on quality arable farming land
which produces crops for the counties food chain is immoral and obscene. The addition population will add to the
pressure already being experienced by the NHS and senior education in the area. With an estimated increase of 6,000
vehicles the road infrastructure will be put under severe pressure causing impact on the A41, A313 and The Gyratory
system, probable "Gridlock". Once these fields have been concreted over the are lost forever.

Change to Plan

Sensible Planning to meet the needs of sensible population growth of the area and Weston Turville own Local Plan

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1848 - 32336 - 4.67 - None

1848

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.67

Respondent: The Hampden Fields Consortium [32336]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

In looking to meet the future growth of Aylesbury Garden Town, the HFC support the allocation of
Hampden Fields as part of the 'Aylesbury South of A41' strategic allocation (referred to as D-AGT4)
which, as indicated at paragraph 4.67 of the Proposed Submission VALP, will "form a vital urban
extension to Aylesbury, integral to the towns Garden Town status'~

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1851_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 928 - 29325 - 4.77 - iv

928

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.77

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Summary:

Refer also to long distance views from the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
The site layout and design should also take account of key long-distance views to and from the Chiltern Hills.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2110 - 29487 - 4.77 - iv

2110

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.77

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

the Master Plan should be informed by the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment and Historic
Environment Record, with further archaeological investigation if necessary, and we would expect the retention and
enhancement of historic landscape features and archaeological remains to be a place-shaping principle in accordance
with the protection afforded to such assets by the National Planning Policy Framework, as part of the positive strategy
for the conservation and
enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the
Framework and in compliance with principle j of Policy D1.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2111 - 29487 - 4.79 - None

2111

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.79

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to the urban extension being derived from the field pattern and landscape features on the
Aylesbury south of A41site, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear
strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the NPPF.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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373

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This policy creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Hampden Hall, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville.
The road impact on the road system (especially at the gyratory system) has been inadequately assessed and has been
shown to be severe by both a Government Inspector and many independent reports.
AVDC have simply lost all objectivity in relation to this site because it is sees it as delivering a key part of the
infrastructure. All other policies that this policy would conflict with are conveniently downplayed, as is a previous SoS
decision on this site. The council are now proposing 111 more houses on this site than were previously turned down.
AVDC are happy to see an inappropriate number of houses crammed on this site in order to create enough 'margin' for
the road to be built through the site.

Summary:

The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe.

Change to Plan

Significant reduction in number of houses.
The SELR should be funded by CIL or Government grant as it clearly cannot be fully paid for by development on this
site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
D9B Walton Street Gyratory - Traffic Forecasts and Capacity Assessments [Final].pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 421 - 30814 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - i, ii, iii, iv

421

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The impact of these proposed developments on the road system of the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe.
Traffic congestion at peak times on the roads is excessive and adding significant new developments will only
exacerbate the issue. The so called "orbital" road strategy will not alleviate the issues as many of the roads are
"aspirational".

Summary:

The impact of these proposed developments on the road system of the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe.
Traffic congestion at peak times on the roads is excessive and adding significant new developments will only
exacerbate the issue. The so called "orbital" road strategy will not alleviate the issues as many of the roads are
"aspirational".

Change to Plan

Modify the number of houses planned in D-AGT4

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
TPP HFAG Response to Jacobs Modelling Review Methodology Note 12.10.17.pdf
HFAG Walton St Gyratory 2012 v 2017 Non Technical Summary FINAL Sheet1.pdf
HFAG TPP Walton Street Gyratory - Traffic Forecasts and Capacity Assessments Final.pdf
HFAG TPP Review of Local Plan Transport Modelling and Assessment (Autumn 2017).pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 477 - 31149 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - None

477

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Elisabeth Evans [31149]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am totally against the plans because the extra vehicles on our roads
will be a nightmare. The roads are really bad now trying to get to work
or early morning doctors/hospital appointments. We cannot cope with
thousands of more vehicles. Mrs E Evans

Summary:

I am totally against the plans because the extra vehicles on our roads
will be a nightmare. The roads are really bad now trying to get to work
or early morning doctors/hospital appointments. We cannot cope with
thousands of more vehicles. Mrs E Evans

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 553 - 30108 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - None

553

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Mr Andy May [30108]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I would like to object in the strongest possible terms to the AVLP which I believe will be a disaster for the Aylesbury
area.
My specific objections are:
D-AGT4 : The impact of additional traffic. Anyone who has attempted to drive into Aylesbury on either the A41 or the
A413 between 3pm - 6pm on any weekday will have experienced the traffic gridlock. All the traffic heads into the
Gyratory system in the centre of Aylesbury which simply cannot cope with the volume of traffic. The plan refers to the
new 'Orbital road' which will resolve the traffic issue however this is purely an 'aspirational aim', I see nothing concrete
in AVLP which guarantees the building of this road as part of the plan. As I understand it the next plan is due in 2034 One can only imagine the traffic chaos we will be dealing with by then. Surely the traffic plan must be 'nailed down'
before planning permission is granted for so many new homes to be built.
4.125: RAF Halton: The closure of RAF Halton and the aim developing thousands of new houses on the existing site
should be factored into the AVLP. This will have an impact on traffic plans and housing quotas so should be a key part
of the plans going forwards.
D-AGTI: Coalescence: The plan refers to 'Preserving the character' of the existing villages. As a resident of Weston
Turville I'm interested in preserving the rural village lifestyle we enjoy in our village. We have a strong village
community based around the identity we have as Weston Turville. The AVLP will destroy this village by joining it to bed
grove, Stoke Mandeville and Hamden Hall if the Hamden Fields housing development goes ahead. The plan should
deliver on the aim of 'preserving the character' of local villages rather than destroying village communities and creating
traffic gridlock in the process.
I hope that AVDC reads the strongly held views of its tax paying residents and decides the AVLP contains too many
unresolved issues. A total rethink is required.

Summary:

All the traffic heads into the Gyratory system in the centre of Aylesbury which simply cannot cope with the volume of
traffic. The plan refers to the new 'Orbital road' which will resolve the traffic issue however this is purely an 'aspirational
aim', I see nothing concrete in AVLP which guarantees the building of this road as part of the plan. As I understand it
the next plan is due in 2034 - One can only imagine the traffic chaos we will be dealing with by then.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
May, Andy 30108.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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611

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Mr Trevor Toms [29141]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

As with D-AGT1, this proposal directly connects Aylesbury with Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville, and contradicts
the overriding Policy S1.e.
The proposed transport policy is entirely inadequate for the scale of development proposed in D-AGT4 by introducing
thousands of cars onto the congested A41 and A413.

Summary:

As with D-AGT1, this proposal directly connects Aylesbury with Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville, and contradicts
the overriding Policy S1.e.
The proposed transport policy is entirely inadequate for the scale of development proposed in D-AGT4 by introducing
thousands of cars onto the congested A41 and A413.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

Retain field space between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville by reducing the overall housing build in
this area.
This will also reduce the effect of the increased congestion.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 664 - 29581 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - None

664

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses D and H of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Summary:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses D and H of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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813

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Keith Ware [31035]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

A development of this scale on this site is utter madness. Despite plans to provide schools, shops and additional
services within the development, other services will be needed outside of this development to service those living within
it, such as hospitals, fire and emergency services etc. 3111 houses will undoubtedly mean at least an additional 4500
cars using the existing and local road networks adjacent to the site. A large proportion of those living in this
development will also commute into London on Chiltern Railways, a service that struggles to cope with existing
commuters today. A development of this scale between Weston Turville and Bedgrove will destroy the village of
Weston Turville, absorbing it into Aylesbury and making it a suburb.

Summary:

A development of this scale is completely inappropriate on this site and its impact on the surrounding area.

Change to Plan

Substantially reduce the proposed scale of this development and adjoin it to Bedgrove leaving substantial greenfield
space between this and Weston Turville.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 842 - 29373 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - None

842

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Council should take every opportunity to seek contributions form these sites towards improvement and provision of
the Grand Union Triangle as key green infrastructure.

Summary:

The Council should take every opportunity to seek contributions form these sites towards improvement and provision of
the Grand Union Triangle as key green infrastructure.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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929

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Summary:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
"The development should be designed using a landscape-led approach including consideration of the long-distance
views to and from the AONB. This should be informed by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared in line
with the latest Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment"

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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1040

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Mr K Tomey [31066]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I wish to comment on the VALP proposed submission. Particularly on the Hampden Fields devlopment
The first issue I see is traffic:
Many roads are already at or past their design capacity. Traffic is now so heavy that it can take half an hour to get
across town.
I personally know of families who have moved out of aylesbury, traffic congestion being one of their main reasons to
do so.
If the roads can't cope now how will it be possible to improve the situation with thousands of extra vehicles. The
proposed outer ring road/orbital bypass would need to be built now, as this is
an intended solution for the future the Hampden Fields development cannot take advantage of it.
The Hampden Fields plan was rejected last time because of the impediment of the Gyratory system, this impediment is
still there, in addition its now several years that this application has been active and traffic will not have reduced in that
time.
Aylesbury has already taken its fair share of housing development. Buckingham park,berryfields and the broughton
developments are ongoing and i see the congestion being a major factor in putting off people coming to Aylesbury.
How does the "garden town" philosphy/status sit along side so much development?
The Hampden Fields development is larger than many of the surrounding villages, a development of this magnitude will
affect the whole of Aylesbury in many ways - not just traffic congestion. A short list may consist of:
Schools, air pollution, doctors and hospital services, elderly care, loss of green space, increased noise, leisure
facilities, work opportunities, flood risk and more.
I ask you to take these comments into consideration during your deliberations.

Summary:

he Hampden Fields plan was rejected last time because of the impediment of the Gyratory system, this impediment is
still there, in addition its now several years that this application has been active and traffic will not have reduced in that
time.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None
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1121

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Bellway Homes [32302]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of Bellway Homes to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan 2017.

Summary:

consider that the concerns raised in relation to HELAA site WTV029 are now invalid in light of the proposed allocation
and the schemes coming forward, which will materially change the surrounding context and sites inter-relationship with
Aylesbury, together with that of Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville as a whole. The subject site therefore represents
a logical extension to the settlement, in a highly sustainable location.

Change to Plan

We recommend strongly that our client's sustainable and deliverable site should be allocated for development, in order
that it can make a meaningful early contribution to the housing needs of the District and wider Housing Market Area.
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Attachments:
Bellway Homes, 32302 Weston Turville Form.pdf
Bellway Homes, 32302 Land South West of Western Turville Representations Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

Why is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see an increase in traffic on the A41. This is planning
negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous or help people
have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that the planners
think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?

Change to Plan
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

The CCG has to be assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden
Fields. We are committed to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please
note the CCG will require a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial
contribution to the value of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.
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Delaitre, Helen 29329, NHS 28182 - CCG response to_ Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) Proposed
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Respondent: Sarah Way [29008]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
I wish to comment on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, which cover the planning applications for Hampden
Fields and Woodlands.
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. The traffic situation in Aylesbury is dire at best. Every day there are queues of traffic to get into Aylesbury,
both in the morning and the evening. It only takes one car to break down, anywhere within Aylesbury and it leads to
complete gridlock, EVERYWHERE. Aylesbury Vale cannot even contemplate building more houses with building new
roads FIRST. Some of the roads are aspirational, basically they will never happen! This is neither a Justified nor an
Effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville
entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. These villages are vital to the character of Aylesbury Vale and by
enveloping these villages with new houses, completely spoils the living environment of the people already living within
these villages and Aylesbury Vale as a whole. I understand that new housing is needed, but it needs to be done in a
thoughtful/considered way. By tacking on huge estates to small villages it is completely ruinng the environment for
those living within the village. This is not an Effective approach
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Again they need to deal with the traffic issue BEFORE
building further housing. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Aylesbury Vale need to look after its
existing residents first and improve Aylesbury town centre and the road system before even considering building new
houses.Not Justified.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Every morning and evening there is already a queue of traffic to get into Aylesbury, that goes from the traffic lights at
Bedgrove right back to the start of the duel carriageway (approx. a mile) how on earth can they consider building more
houses without building a by-pass of Aylesbury FIRST. Not Justified or Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes.
Not Effective.
Summary:

The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Please see my earlier notes. Not
Effective.
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Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1288 - 32226 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - iii

1288

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D-AGT4
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Philip & Tina Brown [30599]
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Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, D-AGT4
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
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Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, D-AGT4
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
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Respondent: Mrs B Daniel [28672]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
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Respondent: Mr Harry Czapski [32033]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir or Madam,
With regard to:
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
And
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
I can only imagine the number of new sets of traffic lights planned along the A41 by AVDC if these two developments
get the go ahead, to go along with the several that have already been implemented in the last few years.
Traffic lights, the BAND-AID® of local government planners everywhere. They don't solve the problem of traffic
decongestion, they just make queuing fairer.
Without new orbital roads being implemented BEFORE any new housing developments are sanctioned, the already
dire traffic problems experienced along the A41 at certain times of day will not only worsen at peak times but soon
become chronic throughout the day. This cannot be in the interests of either the local population, local transport or
companies that require regular access to central Aylesbury and beyond.
I have picked these two sections of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, VALP, to comment on, but having read through
the whole plan, frankly I can't see anything positive to say about any of the plan without a vast improvement to the local
infrastructure being implemented first. This as I understand it is on the whole just aspirational at this stage.

Summary:

Traffic lights, don't solve the problem of traffic decongestion, they just make queuing fairer.
Without new orbital roads being implemented BEFORE any new housing developments are sanctioned, the already
dire traffic problems experienced along the A41 at certain times of day will not only worsen at peak times but soon
become chronic throughout the day. This cannot be in the interests of either the local population, local transport or
companies that require regular access to central Aylesbury and beyond.
having read through the whole plan, frankly I can't see anything positive to say about any of the plan
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective. See
also comments on 3.22.
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Respondent: Mr Steven Hyams [29063]
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N/A

Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1415 - 29063 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - None

1415

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
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Respondent: Mr Marcus Joy [31160]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.
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Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Sirs,
I would like to make the following comments on the VALP:
3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development
How can such a building plan in any way support Biodiversity? The traffic issues cause by this plan will in fact have the
opposite effect.
A strong and vibrant community can only be built if surrounding villages are allowed to remain their individuality and
building on this scale can in no way produce this 'community'.
This is neither justified nor an effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The planned Hampden Fields development will not only coalesce the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
with Aylesbury but will also swamp all surrounding areas in unacceptable extra traffic.
This is not an effective approach.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This ATS is based on flawed modelling.
The current traffic levels and congestion in and around Aylesbury and not only unacceptable but are also
unsustainable. The orbital strategy plan will probably not happen for at least another 17 years during which time the
surrounding villages will be swamped with increased traffic levels.
The plan is therefore neither positively prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
An extra 16,000 houses around Aylesbury will have a huge impact on the local transport system - a system that is
currently in gridlock at peak periods.
Considering Aylesbury is supposedly a 'cycling demonstration town' the current cycleway system is nothing but
disgraceful and a simply 'completing the gaps' approach to cycling will in no way improve links for cyclists.
The planned interventions are neither objectively assessed nor effective.
Policy DI: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
This amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way.
Not justified.
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and surrounding villages and the traffic produced from an extra
(minimum) of 1000 houses will cause unimaginable congestion to these villages.
This is not an effective infrastructure plan.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41
The volume of development here will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so
traffic will seek alternative routes through already traffic-swamped villages.
This is not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
I hope these comments will be used as a signal that the local residents of Aylesbury and the surrounding villages have
no faith in the VALP and most of the contents therein are not justifiable or deliverable.

Summary:

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41
This will have a severe impact on the transport system, particularly the A41 and A413, so traffic will seek alternative
routes through already traffic-swamped villages - particularly Weston Turville.
This creates coalescence between Aylesbury and the villages of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
This is not justifiable under any circumstances.
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N/A

3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
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N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
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N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

The bringing forward of the allocation is contingent on investments in strategic flood
defences, as well as a dual carriageway. Such infrastructure investments are likely to
weigh heavily of the viability of the allocation, particularly if concerns regarding flood risk
are such that the developable area of the site decreases.
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

There remain significant concerns as to the efficacy and suitability of the proposals to
address significant flood risk issues, with third parties contesting that flood mapping in
the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, which supports the Local Plan, indicates that the
extent of Flood Zones 2 and 3 may change, which the suggestion being that parts of the
proposals would fail the Sequential Test. It is notable that the application 16/00424/AOP
has been called-in for consideration by the Secretary of State.
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The proposed developments (Hampden Fields etc.) will have a severe impact on the road system in particular the A41,
A413 and the gyratory system. Traffic congestion especially at peak times on the roads is excessive and adding a
massive amount of new development will only make matters worse and the "Orbital" road strategy will not alleviate the
issues particularly as many of the roads are "aspirational".

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Chilman Peter 28877 Response letter_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1847 - 32336 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - None

1847

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: The Hampden Fields Consortium [32336]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

In looking to meet the future growth of Aylesbury Garden Town, the HFC support the allocation of
Hampden Fields as part of the 'Aylesbury South of A41' strategic allocation (referred to as D-AGT4)
which, as indicated at paragraph 4.67 of the Proposed Submission VALP, will "form a vital urban
extension to Aylesbury, integral to the towns Garden Town status'~
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Full Text:

Comments on the Plan are as follows:
Para 1.54
According to the document "Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times". This is an
understatement. Aylesbury town currently suffers from traffic congestion which is worse at peak times. One of the
objectives of the Plan should be to ameliorate rather than exacerbate this situation. However, the Plan is likely to make
the situation worse.
Para 3.3 together with Policy S1 Sustainable Development
Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area will lead to even more traffic problems in Aylesbury; also
health issues caused by an increase in air pollution. This situation will lead to a reduced quality of life for all inhabitants
and considerably reduce the town's attractiveness for inward investment by businesses. This will downgrade the town's
economic base. Allowing too many houses to be built in too small an area is contrary to the principles of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF recognises that sustainable development is about change for the
better and worsening the town's economic prospects is not change for the better.
Para 3.22
"The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The
Council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements,
especially where the gaps between them are already small." This paragraph should state that the Council will preserve
the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communities. The current wording is ineffectual: the
planned development of Hampden Fields demonstrates how the current weakness in the wording in this paragraph
allows villages such as Weston Turville to be coalesced with the main conurbation of Aylesbury.
Para 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
One of the aims of this sections is that the growth at Aylesbury needs to be accompanied by and supported by a
vibrant town centre. One of the aims is for Aylesbury to be "a distinctive, 'best in class', modern market town, which is
attractive, safe, sustainable and accessible". This is an admirable objective, but if the town is congested with traffic
because of the impact of the extra housing around the town - it will not be achievable. The Plan needs to incorporate
more elements to reduce the high levels of traffic and the consequent air pollution.
Para 4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The ATS is based upon flawed modelling which has been criticised by BCC's own transport consultants. This means
that a key part of evidence supporting the Plan is compromised.
Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are aspiration only. This means that these key parts will not be in place until after
2030. The Plan has not been effectively prepared in this area.
Para 4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
The orbital roads are not likely to reduce the traffic from impacting the town centre. 16,000 additional houses around
Aylesbury will severely impact the transport system. Because the evidential base is not in place, the interventions have
not been objectively assessed. This part of the Plan is not effective.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The total amount of growth is unsustainable if Aylesbury is to provide an acceptable quality of life for its inhabitants and
indeed if Aylesbury wishes to attract visitors e.g. for shopping, theatre attendance etc. The Plan is ineffective.
D- AGT1 South Aylesbury
This part of the Plan will coalesce Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall - which is the opposite of what this
Plan should be achieving - i.e. contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development. Also planning for 1,000 plus
houses, together with other development along the South-East Aylesbury Link Road will seriously impact the gyratory
system and the neighbouring road network. This is not effective planning in terms of the infrastructure in the area.
D -AGD4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.

Summary:

The impact on the road system - A41, A413 and the gyratory system will be acute. This part of the Plan is not
effective. In addition, this part of the plan is contrary to para 3.22 and is not sustainable development.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove / Aylesbury
and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing on open
countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe congestion and
will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
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Lichfields (Mr. Myles Smith) [32261]

On behalf of our client, GRE Assets please find below their representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, available for comment until the 14th December 2017. The
representations have been prepared by Lichfields.
The representations take the form of a report which encompasses our clients response to specific policies contained
within the plan, and includes the requisite forms.

Summary:

The assumptions of housing delivery are unrealistic, there is an over-reliance on Aylesbury and unrealistic market
absorption rates. The tranjectory for 'Land South of the A41' anticipates dwellings completions starting in 2020/21 with
c60 dwellings completed and c120 dwellings in 2021/22 and c190 dwellings in 2022/23. This speed of delivery is
unjustified and there is no evidence it is realistic. No formal phasing strategy has been agreed and there is no timetable
for production of the Masterplan and Delivery SPD. The assumed start date is unrealistic and unjustified.

Change to Plan

The housing requirement should be increased to 26,000 dwellings or 34,000 when including unmet need.
The Council should undertake an assessment of a third scenario for Aston Clinton as a reasonable alternative in the
SA.
The trajectory, set out in the HLSSD, should reflect realistic assumptions on the lead-in times and build out rates for
strategic level allocations.
On the basis of the significant uplift in housing need, additional sites will be required.
The Plan should be modified to include Land north of Aylesbury Road/South of the A41 as an allocation for
development.
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D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Hertfordshire County Council (Martin Wells) [32410]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan 2013-2033 - Proposed Submission Plan (Regulation 19)
Aylesbury Vale District is located to the west of Dacorum District in Hertfordshire. The potential cross boundary issues
which may arise from the current consultation document are considered below.
Paragraph 3.20
The proposed settlement hierarchy is set out in Table 2 [Proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development],
along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement.
STRATEGIC SETTLEMENTS Wendover/ Halton
The new development proposed is located in Halton, to the west of Tring and Berkhamsted within Dacorum District in
Hertfordshire. 1,128 dwellings are allocated in the area of Halton. This settlement has a relationship with Hertfordshire
with children resident attending schools in Tring and Berkhamsted.
A primary school is proposed as part of the development, therefore, it is considered that the potential development
proposed is unlikely to have any significant impact on primary school places in the administrative boundary of
Hertfordshire County Council.
Notwithstanding this, no additional secondary school provision has been mentioned in the Proposed Submission
document. Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to
increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
LARGER VILLAGES Aston Clinton
Within the Larger villages category, Aston Clinton is scheduled to provide 627 dwellings in the next 15 years. These
dwellings are from 13 different sites and have obtained planning permission from the planning authority.
The nearest town with a school in Hertfordshire closest to Aston Clinton is Tring in Dacorum. It is not clear whether new
education provision will be included as part of those developments.
At primary phase there are few Aston Clinton pupils that attend Primary Schools in Dacorum District; in particular into
Long Marston Voluntary Aided C of E Primary; and Grove Road Primary School which prioritises pupils for which it is
the nearest school.
With regard to secondary school provisions, Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their
admission criteria and due to increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of
children that live in Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
Resources
Property
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
Ivinghoe
18 homes are proposed in Ivinghoe. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in Hertfordshire.
Pitstone
It is suggested from the consultation document that approximately 199 dwellings could be proposed in Pitstone. The
199 dwellings are made up of 5 sites, these sites proposed are to the north of Tring in Dacorum District. Education
provision in Tring would be one of the closest for pupils within these new developments.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council ensure that sufficient school places are provided in tandem
with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where
there are already capacity issues.
HCC would anticipate that any increase in demand arising from new housing proposed in Aylesbury Vale District is
managed in the local area(s) with new school places being provided where required as part of Buckinghamshire's
school planning strategy.
MEDIUM VILLAGES Weston Turville
36 homes are proposed in Weston Turville. This level of growth will have a minimal impact on school places in
Hertfordshire.
Policy D1 - Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
D-AGT4: Aylesbury south of A41
One of the growth locations identified in Policy D1 is D-AGT4 - Aylesbury South of A41.
Aylesbury south of A41 is a strategic allocation for Aylesbury and contributes to the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town.
Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed approximately 3,111 dwellings directly adjacent to the south eastern edge
of Aylesbury in their Local Plan. Education provision in Tring would be the closest for pupils within this new
development outside the District.
HCC note the proposed primary schools to form part of the development, however, it is not clear whether the two new
schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve the additional population.
As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools are included in the
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Proposed Submission document. The latest forecast for Tring (secondary school) shows a deficit every year, varying
between -0.3 FE to -1.1FE up to 2020/21. An existing inflow of
Resources
Property
approximately 2FE per year of children living in Buckinghamshire contributes towards the forecast demand.
Ashlyns and Tring secondary schools both prioritise local pupils in their admission criteria and due to increased
Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in Buckinghamshire who
would typically attend these schools.
HCC would recommend that Aylesbury Vale District Council to ensure that sufficient school places are provided in
tandem with the proposed new housing development to prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools
where there are already capacity issues.
Conclusion
Finally, HCC welcome the opportunity to continue to work with Aylesbury Vale District Council as new housing
developments within the District may potentially have an impact upon the demand for school places in Hertfordshire.
Summary:

Tring would be the closest for pupils . not clear whether the two new schools would provide sufficient spaces to serve
the additional population. As opposed to primary school provision, no detailed information regarding secondary schools
are included in the Proposed Submission document. The latest forecast for Tring (secondary school) shows a deficit
every year. increased Hertfordshire demand it is anticipated that there could be a 'push back' of children that live in
Buckinghamshire who would typically attend these schools.
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Respondent: Mrs Stephanie Schneider [29055]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
I have tried to use the on-line form several times but it does not let me type in the relevant boxes so I am submitting my
responses in this e-mail giving the information, as much as possible, as required in the form.
I do not wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
Please inform me:When the VALP is submitted for independent examination.
When the Inspector's report is published
When the VALP is adopted
Responses
3.22 The phrases in this section 'seek to preserve' and 'The Council will resist development ....' are not strong
enough to provide protection from the coalescence of settlements. Already, the planned developments at Hampden
Fields and Stoke Mandeville would join these villages to Aylesbury so this policy is currently failing. This is not an
effective approach.
Suggested Change
Protection against coalescence of settlements should be strengthened and the planned developments which would go
against this policy should be reviewed or abandoned.

4.17 The 16,000 new houses planned around Aylesbury will have a very severe impact on the transport system (which
is already often gridlocked) and the orbital roads will not take enough of the traffic away from the town centre. Also,
much of the orbital route strategy is aspirational and so they will not be built for years, if at all. This policy is not
effective.
Suggested Change
There should be an up to date, independently assessed, sound evidence base for the transport interventions needed to
cope with future traffic levels.

D-AGT3 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury. It would also be in very close proximity to Aston Clinton. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Aston Clinton (coalescence - Policy 3.22.)

D-AGT4 - The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and
around Aylesbury, particularly on the A41, A413 and the gyratory system. It would also be in very close proximity to
Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville. It is not justified, sound or effective.
Suggested Change
This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
(coalescence - Policy 3.22)
Summary:

The large amount of development will have a severe, detrimental impact on the transport system in and around
Aylesbury, particularly on the A41, A413 and the gyratory system. It would also be in very close proximity to Weston
Turville and Stoke Mandeville. It is not justified, sound or effective.

Change to Plan

This site should be assessed again for the impact on traffic and proximity to Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville
(coalescence - Policy 3.22)
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]
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N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

the Master Plan for the site should be informed by the Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment
and Historic Environment Record, with the synthesis of any existing archaeological investigations and further
archaeological investigation if necessary, with the conservation of historic landscape features and archaeological
remains a site-specific requirement to ensure their protection in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing,
the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the Framework and in compliance with principle j of
Policy D1.
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Respondent: Michelle Hughes [30145]
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N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields) 1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory
system will be severe. Not Effective. 2) See also comments on 3.22
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Respondent: Melvyn Gibbons [30831]
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N/A

Full Text:

Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The proposed developments (Hampden Fields etc.) will have a severe impact on the road system in particular the A41,
A413 and the gyratory system. Traffic congestion especially at peak times on the roads is excessive and adding a
massive amount of new development will only make matters worse and the "Orbital" road strategy will not alleviate the
issues particularly as many of the roads are "aspirational".
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
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Respondent: Mr Andrew Smith [32388]
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Full Text:

N/A

The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the A413, A41 and the gyratory.
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D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
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D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Bantham) [32144]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22

Change to Plan

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2508 - 32144 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - None

2508

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2577 - 32216 - D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 - iii

2577

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

By including the words "where
practicable" you allow for the
possibly of destruction of priority
habitats and the loss of biodiversity.
For the woodlands and hedgerows
there is already the word "should"
instead of "will" which lessens the
strength of the policy and allows
arguments against retaining habitat
features.

Change to Plan

Remove the words "where
practicable" where it allows
impacts on biodiversity and
priority habitats.
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D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).
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4.83

Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Berryfields provides a concerning example of the weakness of current planning policy and implementation. In the 13
years since the 2004 plan, all that has been built is a utilitarian dormitory suburb without the envisaged local centre and
lacking in any sense of place. The draft VALP should acknowledge this, analyse why this has happened, show what
lessons have been learned and demonstrate how these will used to prevent a repeat affecting any proposed new
developments.

Summary:

Berryfields provides a concerning example of the weakness of current planning policy and implementation. In the 13
years since the 2004 plan, all that has been built is a utilitarian dormitory suburb without the envisaged local centre and
lacking in any sense of place. The draft VALP should acknowledge this, analyse why this has happened, show what
lessons have been learned and demonstrate how these will used to prevent a repeat affecting any proposed new
developments.

Change to Plan

See above. Review, understand, consider options, decide best option.
The current drafting in the VALP is weak and evades the issue.
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4.84

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to the two specific areas of archaeological interest to be retained, as part of the positive
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required
by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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N/A
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D-AGT5 Berryfields

Respondent: SCEPTREgroup [32294]

Agent:

Miss Lauren Butcher [32147]

Full Text:

On behalf of SCEPTREgroup please find attached representations in relation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
(VALP) Proposed Submission Version consultation.

Summary:

The site presents itself in a highly sustainable location where the principle of residential development
has already been established through the Berryfields MDA and the outline permission. The site benefits from good
provision of infrastructure in terms of transport links, and this will be significantly improved through a new station. There
is an agreement in place with Taylor Wimpey for a new
access road to adoptable standard from their adjoining land. This will link the site to the existing
MDA road and service network. It also benefits from the employment, education and community
provisions
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D-AGT5 Berryfields

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

This allocation essentially seeks to complete an allocation made in the 2004 Local Plan.
The Proposed Submission Local Plan notes at paragraph 4.85 that 2,070 dwellings and
the western link road have already been developed under extant planning consents.
1,184 units are still to be built, which exemplifies the long lead in times for strategic sites
in Aylesbury. Whilst it is logical to assume that the Berryfields MDA will continue to
deliver new dwellings, it is equally reasonable to question whether the site will deliver as
quickly as envisaged in the Housing Land Supply Soundness Document (2017).
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D-AGT5 Berryfields

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

Whilst it is logical to assume that the Berryfields NDA will continue to deliver new
dwellings, it is equally reasonable to question whether the site will deliver as quickly as
envisaged in the Housing Land Supply Soundness Document. This is to say that the
market will (in theory) have to absorb many thousands of additional dwellings at
Aylesbury (as resulting from proposed allocations in the new Local Plan), with the rate of
deliverability therefore being subject to strain.
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Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
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D-AGT5 Berryfields

Respondent: Berryfields Consortium [32285]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills (on behalf of Berryfields Developers) (Mr
Matthew Dawber) [29265]

Representations Regarding the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission Version on Behalf of the Berryfields
Consortium
Savills is instructed by the Berryfields Consortium (the Consortium) to submit representations to the current
consultation concerning the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (VALP) published in November
2017.
The Consortium has submitted representations to previous stages of the Local Plan development process. The latest of
these was with regard to the Vale of Aylesbury Draft Consultation document and dated 5 September 2016. These
representations generally concerned making improvements to the plan and promoting further residential development
at Berryfields.
Now that the Plan has reached the Regulation 19 stage, representations are focused on the soundness of the VALP in
the context of paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). For clarity, this paragraph requires
that Plans are:
* Positively prepared;
* Justified;
* Effective; and
* Consistent with national policy.
Employment Needs, Apportionments and Spatial Approach
The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment Update 2016 (HEDNA) Addendum
Report September 2017 reports that while Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe have a shortfall in employment land,
Aylesbury Vale has a significant surplus. This surplus is specifically stated to be owing to
unimplemented planning permissions and is across all B-use classes. The VALPPS proposes that Aylesbury Vale uses
its surplus of employment land to make up the shortfall inherent within the southern Districts so that the overall need for
employment is met at the Bucks Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) level. This approach is acceptable in terms
of the provision of housing across a Housing Market Area, as there are fewer locational and site specific requirements
that for employment. However, the land area and location required for different B-use classes varies greatly.
The development of employment allocations is highly dependent on the suitability of the location. For example B8 uses
are typically highly dependent on close proximity to major road infrastructure. In the case of the Bucks FEMA this
comprises the M40 and, to a lesser extent, the M25. Using the specific example of Berryfields, Aylesbury is located
some distance from the M40 in comparison to High Wycombe and
Beaconsfield in Wycombe and South Bucks respectively. Therefore, this would be deemed as less attractive for many
B-uses which are dependent on frequent deliveries by road. Indeed, despite being granted outline planning consent in
2007, there has been limited up take of areas of Berryfields designated for employment uses. Those areas that are
currently in employment generating use
are limited to A class retail uses, gather than B class uses. These retail uses are less location dependant as long as
they are located close to a potential market. The lack of uptake in the last decade confirms the lack of market interest
in this part of the Bucks FEMA and Berryfields specifically for the scale of B-use class
employment proposed as a result of the reapportionment of need.
Employment Allocations within Berryfields
The Consortium supports the principle of continuing the allocation of Berryfields as part of the VALPPS in Policy DAGT5.
However, the allocation does not include any reference to residential development, despite there still being circa 1,180
homes left to build according to paragraph 4.83 of the VALPPS. In order to ensure completeness
and therefore that the policy is effective, reference should be made to the remaining residential development
As previously stated, 9 hectares of employment land have been the subject of outline planning consent for 10 years,
without significant interest for development for B-use classes. Some employment generating uses have been provided
on the site, including a A3 restaurant, however, this is someway short of the significant
levels of employment envisioned when the planning application was consented and which underpins policy D-AGT5.
Given the above, it is clear that the reaffirmation of the levels of employment consented as part of the outline scheme
as part of the Local Plan is not justified by evidence within the HEDNA nor would it deliver an effective delivery strategy
given that it is unlikely to deliver employment development. Furthermore, the
allocation of land, which has not attracted sufficient levels of market interest in the last decade, to come forward is
against paragraph 22 of the NPPF. This is because past trends suggest that the site is unlikely to come forward to the
extent proposed. This policy is therefore not in accordance with national policy.
Summary and Proposed Solutions
The reapportionment of employment need from Wycombe, South Buck and Chiltern to Aylesbury Vale is not
appropriate given the location and site specific requirements for employment land. Indeed, using the specific example
of Berryfields, no B use class development has been delivered in 10 years since outline consent was granted.
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D-AGT5 Berryfields

Employment generating uses are confined to those within the A use classes.
Given the lack of proximity to the M40 of much of Aylesbury Vale, and specifically Berryfields, does not meet the same
criteria as locations in South Buck and Wycombe which benefit from close proximity to the M40 and M25. Therefore, it
is likely that much of the employment need identified for South Bucks and Wycombe is
reliant on these links and is therefore not transferable to locations such as Berryfields and much of the rest of
Aylesbury Vale District. As such the Council's wider strategy for the apportionment of employment land is not justified.
The spatial allocation of employment at levels of need well above that of Aylesbury District itself will not be an effective
way of meeting requirements over the FEMA. This is owing to the levels of employment land proposed being unlikely to
be developed on sites such as Berryfields during the Plan Period. The policy also
does not accord with paragraph 22 of the NPPF and therefore the policy is in conflict with national policy.
For these reasons the proposed apportionment of employment land and the policies related to it are unsound. In order
to resolve this, the significant surplus of employment land that exists in Aylesbury should be reduced to be reflective of
the actual need as outlined within the HEDNA. As a result of this, surplus employment
allocations should be excluded from the Plan and the potential for their use for other purposes be investigated so that
they are used to best meet the objectives of the Local Plan. Specifically, Policy D-AGT5 should be amended to lower
the amount of employment allocated to a more reasonable level, with residential
development taking its place to increase the supply of housing in a location in keeping with the spatial strategy.
If you have any comments on the above please contact Matthew Dawber at the above address.
Summary:

The allocation does not include any reference to residential development, despite 1,180 homes being left to build, it
should do in order to ensure completeness and that the policy is effective.
9ha of employment land have had consent for 10 years, without significant interest. It is clear that the reaffirmation of
these levels of employment is not justified by evidence within the HEDNA nor would it deliver an effective delivery
strategy given that it is unlikely to deliver employment development. Furthermore, it is against paragraph 22 of the
NPPF
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Specifically, Policy D-AGT5 should be amended to lower the amount of employment allocated to a more reasonable
level, with residential development taking its place to increase the supply of housing in a location in keeping with the
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

still consider that the retention of the two specific areas of archaeological interest, with the synthesis of any existing
archaeological investigations and further archaeological investigation if necessary, should be a site-specific
requirement.
In addition, we note that the site includes the Grade II listed Berryfields Farmhouse and abuts the Deserted Villages
and Civil War Earthwork scheduled monument to the east. We are not aware if the existing consents affect these
designated assets, but if not the retention of the farmhouse with an appropriate setting and the provision of an
appropriate setting for the scheduled monument should also be site-specific requirements.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference in this paragraph to the visible heritage assets on the urban extension site at Kingsbrook,
although there may of course also be non-visible heritage assets in the form of buried archaeological remains. We
welcome the proposed retention of historic features in accordance with the protection afforded to heritage assets by the
National Planning Policy Framework and as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the
clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the Framework.
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Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses D and H of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Summary:

The RSPB particularly supports clauses D and H of this allocation/policy. For the rationale, please refer to our
comments on draft Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Summary:

This is looking one way only, views to the Chilterns AONB from the site. More important are views from the Chilterns
AONB towards Aylesbury. Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for expansion below the scarp slope of the
Chilterns. The views out of the AONB from key e.g. from Coombe Hill and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some
of the most important views in the Chilterns, central to the public's recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are
nationally important places on a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy.

Change to Plan

Amend to:
"The development should be designed using a landscape-led approach including consideration of the long-distance
views to and from the AONB. This should be informed by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared in line
with the latest Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment"
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary health care
provider for Kingsbrook. ed in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension on the
current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development. We
would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.
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Respondent: Sport England (South East Region) (Office
Manager) [32419]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the proposed changes to the above Plan.
Evidence base
Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that
the Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
Without this evidence the Council's planning policies could be found unsound. This is because of the requirement for
the plan's policies to be justified and consistent with national policy. This includes any allocation of existing playing
field or sports facilities for development and the justification of policies where new sports facilities development are
required in policies to meet the needs of new development as without the evidence base, these policies may not be
justified or accord with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Sport England confirms that we may wish to appear at the public inquiry with regard to the evidence base and our
further comments below;
Aylesbury Vale Garden town
The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
Site Allocation Policies:
The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
It is noted that the site at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2) is close to existing playing fields. Sport England has not
looked at this specific allocation but for any of the new housing development site allocations, where they are close to
existing playing fields, the Council should ensure that new homes are not planned in locations where they are at risk
from ball strike (this is a particular issue for cricket). This issue could potentially be covered in the Council's design
guidance SPD. Please contact Sport England for more information on this if required.
Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
HAL003 - RAF Halton - Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be
protected from development (in accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
For avoidance of doubt, Sport England objects to the allocation of any existing sports facilities including playing field for
development without replacement facilities being brought forward through the local plan. Please could you contact
Sport England to discuss any such allocations at the earliest opportunity. Any allocations of sports facilities for
development must meet the tests set out in the bullet points of paragraph 74. Without this information the allocation
may not be consistent with national policy and the plan could subsequently be found unsound.
Para 8.45/Policy BE2 - Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active
Design principles and guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
Policy I2 - Sports and Recreation - final paragraph - This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed
development'. If a development contribution cannot be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the
Council should consider whether or not the planning application should be refused. Requirements for planning
contributions should be justified using the evidence base for sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
Sport England would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further, please contact my colleague Mark
Furnish, who is copied into this email (Tel: 020 7273 1631).
Regards
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Vicky
Summary:

Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

seeks to deliver 2,450 dwellings, noting that the
site already benefits from an extant consent for 2,450 dwellings underref. 10/02649/AOP. The draft Local Plan states at
paragraph 4.91 that
reserved matters for 1,353 dwellings have been granted, with 300 dwellings being under
construction or having been completed. Whilst the allocation is now starting to deliver,
as with Berryfields, we would express concerns as to the capacity of the housing market
at Aylesbury to absorb the consented dwellings, in addition to those proposed in other
allocations, within the timescales described at paragraph 4.99 of the Proposed
Submission Local Plan.
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Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

Whilst the allocation is now starting to deliver, as with Berryfields, we would remark as
to the capacity of the market at Aylesbury to absorb the consented dwellings, in addition
to those proposed in other allocations, within the timescales described at paragraph
4.99 of the draft Local Plan.
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1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

outline planning permission has already been granted for the Kingsbrook site and that reserved matters consent has
been granted for two of the "villages". However, we would still welcome the retention and enhancement of historic
landscape features and archaeological remains to be a site-specific requirement in accordance with the protection
afforded to such assets by the National Planning Policy Framework, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation
and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157
of the Framework and in compliance with principle j of Policy D1.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

By including the words "where
practicable" you allow for the
possibly of destruction of priority
habitats and the loss of biodiversity.
For the woodlands and hedgerows
there is already the word "should"
instead of "will" which lessens the
strength of the policy and allows
arguments against retaining habitat
features.

Change to Plan

Remove the words "where
practicable" where it allows
impacts on biodiversity and
priority habitats.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

Questions whether the references to Ashton Court should read Ardenham Court.
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1459 - 29264 - D-AYL032 Ardenham Lane Aylesbury - None

1459

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL032 Ardenham Lane Aylesbury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.
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None
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Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2117 - 29487 - D-AYL032 Ardenham Lane Aylesbury - None

2117

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL032 Ardenham Lane Aylesbury

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

according to our records of designated heritage assets, this site includes the Grade II listed Ardenham House. There
should therefore be a specific criterion requiring the retention of this building as part of criterion d of Policy D-AYL032,
which we otherwise welcome as providing protection for heritage assets in accordance with the National Planning
Policy Framework, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for
enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the Framework and as being in accordance
with Policy D1.
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None
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Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 636 - 29268 - D-AYL073 Land at Thame Road/Leach Road, Aylebury - i, ii

636

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL073 Land at Thame Road/Leach Road, Aylebury

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is not an appropriate site for residential development - leaving aside the effect on cost of access improvements,
the closeness of the Chiltern Railway sidings and maintenance depot mean that there would be an unacceptable level
of noise disturbance throughout the day and, particularly at night.

Summary:

This is not an appropriate site for residential development - leaving aside the effect on cost of access improvements,
the closeness of the Chiltern Railway sidings and maintenance depot mean that there would be an unacceptable level
of noise disturbance throughout the day and, particularly at night.
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VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1464 - 29264 - D-AYL073 Land at Thame Road/Leach Road, Aylebury - None

1464

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL073 Land at Thame Road/Leach Road, Aylebury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

On water supply, wastewater and foul water sewerage infrastructure we do not envisage there being any concerns. Just
need to bear in mind the cumulative impact and developers are encourages to liaise with Thames Water concerning
their detailed drainage strategy and build programme as soon as this is known.
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2331 - 29506 - D-AYL073 Land at Thame Road/Leach Road, Aylebury - ii, iii

2331

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL073 Land at Thame Road/Leach Road, Aylebury

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

It isn't clear from the allocation map whether the California Brook or the road forms the
eastern boundary of the allocation site. In any case, there is a road between the Brook
and the main area of the allocation site and the road passes close to the
watercourse. No further development should be proposed within 10 metres of the
watercourse and habitat should be created to buffer the watercourse from the increase
in disturbance which would result from this area being developed.

Change to Plan

No further development should be proposed within 10 metres of the
watercourse and habitat should be created to buffer the watercourse from the increase
in disturbance which would result from this area being developed.
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Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1460 - 29264 - D-AYL052 PO Sorting Office, Cambridge Street, Aylesbury - None

1460

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL052 PO Sorting Office, Cambridge Street,
Aylesbury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1461 - 29264 - D-AYL059 Land at junction of Buckingham Street and New Street, Aylesbury - None

1461

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL059 Land at junction of Buckingham Street and
New Street, Aylesbury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2119 - 29487 - D-AYL059 Land at junction of Buckingham Street and New Street, Aylesbury - None

2119

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL059 Land at junction of Buckingham Street and
New Street, Aylesbury

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

welcome criterion f requiring a heritage impact assessment, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the
Framework, although the criterion should require the redevelopment proposals to be informed by the assessment.
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Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1465 - 29264 - D-AYL077 Oaklands Hostel, 3 Bierton Road, Aylesbury - None

1465

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL077 Oaklands Hostel, 3 Bierton Road, Aylesbury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

On water supply, wastewater and foul water sewerage infrastructure we do not envisage there being any concerns. Just
need to bear in mind the cumulative impact and developers are encourages to liaise with Thames Water concerning
their detailed drainage strategy and build programme as soon as this is known.
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1462 - 29264 - D-AYL063 Hampden House, Aylesbury - None

1462

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL063 Hampden House, Aylesbury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network , wastewater capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. The developer is encouraged to work with Thames Water early on in the planning process to understand
what water infrastructure is required, where , when and how it will be delivered.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1742 - 32315 - D-AYL063 Hampden House, Aylesbury - i, ii, iii, iv

1742

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL063 Hampden House, Aylesbury

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

here is therefore a certain uncertainty as to how this site
will progress and in what timescales.
There is no planning application / permission in place to support said redevelopment.
Accordingly, there is no real basis for suggesting the site will be delivered (via a
redevelopment of the site) within "1-5 years of the VALP adoption", as the phasing of
proposed Policy A-AYL063 suggests, although we accept that the prior approval change
of use could be implemented.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1463 - 29264 - D-AYL068 Land north of Manor Hospital, Bierton Rd, Aylesbury - None

1463

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL068 Land north of Manor Hospital, Bierton Rd,
Aylesbury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

On water supply, wastewater and foul water sewerage infrastructure we do not envisage there being any concerns.
Just need to bear in mind the cumulative impact and developers are encourages to liaise with Thames Water
concerning their detailed drainage strategy and build programme as soon as this is known.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2120 - 29487 - D-AYL068 Land north of Manor Hospital, Bierton Rd, Aylesbury - None
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Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL068 Land north of Manor Hospital, Bierton Rd,
Aylesbury

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criterion e requiring the retention of the Old Manor House wall as part of the positive strategy for the
conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs
126 and 157 of the Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.109

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is prime employment land on the best located commercial site in Aylesbury - on the edge of Town directly
connected to the A41. If we are to attract employment (as we should), we need to keep sites like this in employment
use

Summary:

This is prime employment land on the best located commercial site in Aylesbury - on the edge of Town directly
connected to the A41. If we are to attract employment (as we should), we need to keep sites like this in employment
use

Change to Plan

Delete site from plan as housing and retain as employment
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL115 Rabans Lane, Aylesbury

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand from this development., Strategic
water supply upgrades are likely to be needed. There are no concerns on the capacity of wastewater infrastructure.
Thames Water are concerned as to the total development draining to Aylesbury sewerage treatment works and an
impact study is required to determine the magnitude of spare capacity in the system.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1470_Redacted.pdf
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1743 - 32315 - D-AYL115 Rabans Lane, Aylesbury - i, ii, iii, iv

1743

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL115 Rabans Lane, Aylesbury

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

we consider that
the projected delivery rates for this site are unrealistic and not justified by the Council's
evidence base. Furthermore, in the absence of a planning application, there is
necessary doubt as to the likelihood of delivery, particularly as the commercial occupier
remains on site.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL115 Rabans Lane, Aylesbury

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

ASL would request that the inconsistency between the Pre Submission Local Plan and
its evidence base is clarified.
Furthermore, in the absence of a planning application, there is necessary doubt as to
the likelihood of delivery, particularly as the commercial occupier remains on site. ASL
would also request evidence that the terms of any remnant lease for commercial
occupier is such that it allows the delivery of the site within the proposed timeframe.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
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1994

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-AYL115 Rabans Lane, Aylesbury

Respondent: Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP [32240]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

Whilst we support the allocation of the Rabans Lane site (Ref: D-AYL115) for, at least, 200 units, it is considered that
additional land at Rabans Lane/Brunel Close should be considered as part of a comprehensive scheme, together with
the proposed D-AYL115 allocation.
In addition, some of the criteria within the Policy is overly onerous and prescriptive. It makes several unjustified
requirements which have the potential to undermine its delivery
See further details in the attached covering letter.

Change to Plan

Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP also own the land to the east of Rabans Lane, which, if allocated, could form a more
comprehensive and sustainable development to deliver c.200 units and c.2.6ha for a high density employment use.
Furthermore, a number of modification are proposed regarding the site criteria.
See further details in the attached covering letter.
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McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy H6.pdf
1996f_Redacted.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D1.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D-AYL115.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E1.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.110

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

type proposed in Allocation Ref. D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled
under option. The proposed development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year
housing land supply. In these circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001
and we request that this proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.110

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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690

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.111

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

4.111 WPC are reluctant supporters of Salden Chase (NLV001), and only do so now because planning consent has
been approved - subject to the satisfactory completion of legal agreements between the developer consortium and both
AVDC and MKC, and we presume the important agreements between the two authorities on a great variety of social
and hard infrastructure issues. WPC have always objected to the inclusion of Shenley Park (WHA001), as there are
many reasons, that have been clearly sated in previous representation and local plan consultations (too great to be
repeated here). WPC believe that the HELAA report (January 2017) was premature to recommend Shenley Park
(WHA001) as being suitable or part suitable for housing and or economic development, in advance of further in depth
investigation on a range of issues, including the final route of the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway, which could have a
dramatic influence on how and where the district develops in the future, and the approved content of the Plan:MK,
which seeks to expand Milton Keynes in the longer term over the M1 motorway towards Bedford (on the opposite side
of the city to WHA001.

Summary:

It was premature and wrong for the HELAA report to suggest Shenley Park (WHA001) as a potential future site.

Change to Plan

The wording in the plan should make it clear that any major housing or employment sites considered in any future
review of this plan should 'rise or fall' on its sustainable merits compared against all other competing sites, and only be
considered with the benefit of, and alongside any new infrastructure projects that might be agreed upon after this plan
is adopted. i.e. the final decision on the route of the Oxford - Cambridge Express-way.
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4.111

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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4.112

Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

There are no objections in principle to Policy D-NLV001 and its accompanying text insofar as it allocates land for a
strategic allocation to the south west of Milton Keynes. The objections are those set out in response to previous
policies and text; namely:
1. There is scope for significantly more development to the south west of Milton Keynes which would enable the
Council to provide for a much larger amount of housing in a sustainable location.
2. The Plan should be providing about 7,500 dwellings in the broad location for growth known as south west Milton
Keynes and north west of Newton Longville.
3. The land between Manor Farm and the railway line (NLV019) should be included within the additional area to be
allocated as a sustainable urban extension

Summary:

No objections in principle to Policy D-NLV001 and its accompanying text insofar as it allocates land for a strategic
allocation to the south west of Milton Keynes. The objections are those set out in response to previous policies and
text; namely:
1. There is scope for significantly more development to the south west of Milton Keynes.
2. The Plan should be providing about 7,500 dwellings in the broad location for growth known as south west Milton
Keynes.
3. Land between Manor Farm and the railway line (NLV019) should be included within the additional area to be
allocated as a SUE.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
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It is therefore requested that Policy D-NLV001 and its accompanying text should be amended in the manner set out in
paragraphs 2 and 3 above
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

WPC object to the words 'Salden Chase has been identified as the most appropriate strategic allocation to come
forward at this stage', and suggests that to make this part of the plan sound, the words 'at this stage' should be deleted
from the end of the sentence. As mentioned in 4.111 above WPC remain vehementally opposed to Shenley Park
WHA001, and do not consider the site to be suitable or part suitable for housing and or economic development, at any
date in the future without proper evidence that no better site exists in Aylesbury Vale or until all possible new garden
village sites have been examined and discarded on a like for like basis. It is WPC's contention that the Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) v4 (January 2017) was wrong to make such comparison at a time
when developers were keen to exploit a local plan's failure to be adopted at an earlier stage, in part due to changing
Government emphasis etc.
It is for that very reason that WPC fully support the deletion (from the previous version of VALP) of the proposed major
allocation at Shenley Park, Whaddon (WHA001), because to proceeded with that allocation would have only supported
an already thriving and growing future city, to the great detriment of Aylesbury Vale, especially as there are no unmet
needs from Milton Keynes Council (MKC). In any event, MK Council in the longer term (beyond their current Plan:MK
to 2031) are pursuing growth proposals that will extend Milton Keynes across and beyond the M1 motorway to the East
towards Bedford, which is directly opposite to where WHA001 would have been located. This applaud-able forward
thinking within the emerging Plan:MK, is a much more sustainable and economically viable solution for growth, which
will take advantage of existing and proposed infrastructure as well as excellent leisure and employment opportunities,
whilst retaining both historic and highly valued landscapes and countryside to the west of Milton Keynes available to
both districts for future generations to enjoy. Keeping this small but nevertheless very important green gap between
Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale's most northerly rural villages will ultimately prove to be of huge strategic landscape
importance to both districts especially if public access can be improved, along with strengthening the historic woodland
structure. This landscape has long been recognised as the strength of the rural north of Aylesbury Vale, ever since the
days it was the Whaddon Chase hunting grounds of past Kings and Queens. This strategy if adopted in the future is
completely in line with para 1.7 of this plan, which states 'At the same time, the NPPF also states that 'the planning
system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment and that there should be a positive strategy
for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment'.

Summary:

Whaddon PC object to the 'presumption' within this section, that WHA001 was an appropriate strategic allocation,
alongside Salden Chase. Whilst it might have been a consideration then, this site must be completely re-assessed in
the light of any new infrastructure being confirmed before or during any plan review.

Change to Plan

The words 'at this stage' should be deleted from the end of the sentence, and it must be made clear that in any review
of this plan all competing sites must be compared 'like for like' in the light of any new information or infrastructure that
has yet to be confirmed. Only the most sustainable sites should be chosen in forthcoming reviews, and where possible
those sites chosen should be close to any areas of need, and well related to new or improved infrastructure.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Ref. D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2294 - 32287 - 4.115 - ii

2294

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.115

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Ref. D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.116

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.117

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Ref. D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2296

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.117

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 549 - 31216 - 4.118 - None

549

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.118

Respondent: Mr Michael Chapman [31216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Support the "4.118 ensure the long term retention of Newton Longville and Whaddon as separate communities with
unique identities, and protect them and other neighbouring communities, (including Mursley and Far Bletchley), from
direct and indirect negative impacts generated by the development". No development should be permitted around the
village which takes the boundary closer to the existing settlements of Bletchley including Newton Leys, and the
proposed Salden Chase development. Any developments should also focus on ribbon development which is a
traditional pattern for vilages in northern Buckinghamshire (so along existing roads rather than the building of 'miniestates', extending the width of the village.

Summary:

Support 4.118 with specific mention of the need not to extend the village boundary towards Bletchley/Newton Leys.
Ribbon development (traditional for this area) rather than 'mini-estate' development should also be encouraged.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.118

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Ref. D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.118

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.119

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Ref. D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option. The proposed
development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land supply. In these
circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we request that this
proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.119

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Gt Brickhill Parish Council (Mr Christopher Leech)
[31948]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Saldon Chase will be a bolt-on to Milton Keynes, which will provide a large proportion of support services, major
healthcare, shopping, and employment, but the access on to Whaddon Road Newton Longville will stress the local
roads unduely not just in Newton Longville, but additionally in Mursley and Whaddon. Additional action is needed to
reduce the impact of additional traffic through these villages and along minor roads which are not constructed to a
sufficient standard to cope with the additional traffic

Summary:

Saldon Chase will be a bolt-on to Milton Keynes, which will provide a large proportion of support services, major
healthcare, shopping, and employment, but the access on to Whaddon Road Newton Longville will stress the local
roads unduely not just in Newton Longville, but additionally in Mursley and Whaddon. Additional action is needed to
reduce the impact of additional traffic through these villages and along minor roads which are not constructed to a
sufficient standard to cope with the additional traffic

Change to Plan

Local Roads in the vicinity need to be upgraded with appropriate traffic calming measures put in place in surrounding
villages

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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449

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Mr Iain Stewart [31993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

As the Member of Parliament for Milton Keynes South, I object to this and any other development that extends the
urban footprint of Milton Keynes in the absence of strategic plans being developed for the Oxford-Milton KeynesCambridge corridor. I do not oppose such a development in perpetuity but this development is premature.
As they stand, developments such as Salden Chase will place unacceptable demands on Milton Keynes infrastructure
and public services, most notably local roads in Bletchley.
We also do not yet know the route of the new Oxford-Cambridge expressway nor the final scope of East-West Rail. It
may be the case that such projects will enable a sustainable development such as Salden Chase in the long-run but
common-sense dictates that such a decision cannot be made now.
At the very least, a decision on Salden Chase should be deferred until the scope of the Corridor is known.

Summary:

Oppose because it is a premature decision that would be made in the absence of knowledge about the precise scope
of the Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge strategic corridor.

Change to Plan

Defer a decision.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Marrons Planning (Jane Gardner) [29372]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

There are no objections in principle to Policy D-NLV001 and its accompanying text insofar as it allocates land for a
strategic allocation to the south west of Milton Keynes. The objections are those set out in response to previous
policies and text; namely:
1. There is scope for significantly more development to the south west of Milton Keynes which would enable the
Council to provide for a much larger amount of housing in a sustainable location.
2. The Plan should be providing about 7,500 dwellings in the broad location for growth known as south west Milton
Keynes and north west of Newton Longville.
3. The land between Manor Farm and the railway line (NLV019) should be included within the additional area to be
allocated as a sustainable urban extension

Summary:

No objections in principle to Policy D-NLV001 and its accompanying text insofar as it allocates land for a strategic
allocation to the south west of Milton Keynes. The objections are those set out in response to previous policies and
text; namely:
1. There is scope for significantly more development to the south west of Milton Keynes.
2. The Plan should be providing about 7,500 dwellings in the broad location for growth known as south west Milton
Keynes.
3. Land between Manor Farm and the railway line (NLV019) should be included within the additional area to be
allocated as a SUE.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

It is therefore requested that Policy D-NLV001 and its accompanying text should be amended in the manner set out in
paragraphs 2 and 3 above
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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723

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Cllr Ben Everitt [31967]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The placement of this site on the boundary of Milton Keynes means the net economic impact will not benefit Aylesbury
Vale. In fact, the location of the site is out of kilter with the main economic centre of gravity within the rest of this Plan.
The two enterprise zones near Aylesbury are supported by existing and potential future infrastructure, while this
proposed site relies on already-overstretched infrastructure and services of a neighbouring authority. This Plan is
sound. It would be even more effecive if this allocation were better suited to serving the major points of economic
growth in the Vale.

Summary:

The placement of this site on the boundary of Milton Keynes means the net economic impact will not benefit Aylesbury
Vale. In fact, the location of the site is out of kilter with the main economic centre of gravity within the rest of this Plan.
The two enterprise zones near Aylesbury are supported by existing and potential future infrastructure, while this
proposed site relies on already-overstretched infrastructure and services of a neighbouring authority. This Plan is
sound. It would be even more effecive if this allocation were better suited to serving the major points of economic
growth in the Vale.

Change to Plan

This allocation should be redeployed to other sites more appropriate to supporting economic growth beneficial to the
Vale and to the areas identified in the emerging Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan.
Suggestions:
850 to D-AGT3 to further meet the demand generated by employment and economic growth stimulated by enterprise
zone
850 to D-AGT4 as
155 to Newton Longville, as the emerging Neighbourhood Plan has made allocation for a similar figure

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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863

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: AB Planning & Development Ltd (Mr Andrew
Bateson) [28847]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whilst NLV001 is supported as a proposed development allocation, the adjoining NLV002 site south of Dagnall House
ought properly to be included within any Local Plan allocation designation because it will be totally surrounded by
existing and planned development.
Irrespective of whether or not the two sites are ultimately developed in association with or separate from one another,
both sites ought properly to be identified as appropriate for development as a westward urban expansion of Bletchley
into Newton Longville parish.

Summary:

Whilst NLV001 is supported as a proposed development allocation, the adjoining NLV002 site south of Dagnall House
ought properly to be included within any Local Plan allocation designation because it will be totally surrounded by
existing and planned development.
Irrespective of whether or not the two sites are ultimately developed in association with or separate from one another,
both sites ought properly to be identified as appropriate for development as a westward urban expansion of Bletchley
into Newton Longville parish.

Change to Plan

Identify all the land within NLV001 and NLV002 as a development allocation in the Plan.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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889

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

A secondary school is mentioned in the box pertaining to key development and land use requirements but the site
specific requirements as to Education only make mention of provision of land for new schools and pre-school facilities.
As part of Buckingham County Council area, residents will be eligible for Grammar School places under the 11+
scheme. Given the attraction and reputation of the local Grammar schools, and the land falls within the catchment area
of the Royal Latin School in Buckingham, some provision should be made for a contribution to this school in addition to
the new secondary school as it might be assumed that as 11+ exam results in the selection of around 25-30% of
primary school children [even allowing for those individuals who elect for the new secondary school; faith schools in
Milton Keynes; private education or home schooling] a significant number of secondary school pupils may well attend
the Royal Latin School. The school itself believes that it is one of the most underfunded schools in England & Wales at
the current time.
There is in fact a potential answer given in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan [part of the Supporting Evidence to VALP,
at p.23] which suggests that it would be better to redraw the boundary of Milton Keynes to include this expansion from a
point of view of schools, thus making it a catchment are for Milton Keynes schools as opposed to Buckinghamshire
County Council's selective grammar school system.
However, this policy is not set out in VALP, and if in fact Milton Keynes Council is not prepared to accept this proposal
[there is no indication in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan of any consultation on this or the likelihood of it being
delivered/agreed] then VALP remains ill-equipped to deliver on education for the District.

Summary:

No provision is made to support the local grammar school for which successful 11+ candidates will be eligible. This will
place an additional burden on the underfunded Royal Latin School. There is evidence of alternative provision in
supporting evidence but no clarity as to that policy within VALP and no evidence of consultation with Milton Keynes
Council as to viability.

Change to Plan

Secure contribution to local grammar school as well as provision for new secondary school or provide alternative viable
policy of placing Salden Chase within Milton Keynes Council's education catchment area.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1198

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Newton Longville Parish Council (Mr Mike
Galloway) [30433]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attachment for full rep
Submission draft version of Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Representation by Newton Longville Parish Council - 14th December 2017
Newton Longville Parish Council representation - AVDC VALP submission draft Page 1 of 42
1. Introduction
1.1. This submission endorses the submission made by North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium (NBPPC) which should be read in conjunction with this
submission.
1.2. Newton Longville Parish Council consider that the draft plan is capable of
being found legally compliant and sound, subject to modifications being
made to the plan to deal with the issues highlighted below. Whilst issues are
identified on compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, it is hoped that it is a
lack submission of evidence rather than a failure to comply. These issues
had been pointed out to AVDC prior to publication of the draft submission
plan.
1.3. Newton Longville Parish Council requests participation at the Examination in
Public in relation to the points raised in this representation as well as those
made and in the submission by NBPPC. The parish council wishes to take
part in discussions on the plan and on modifications that may be required.

Summary:

The allocation of Salden Chase should be removed. Inclusion of the site renders the draft plan unsound. It is contrary
to other policies in the plan, is not justified or positively prepared.

Change to Plan

Remove Salden Chase

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii

Attachments:
Galloway Mike 30433.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1454

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Mr Tim Welch [29121]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy D-NLV005.
I regard this allocation as unsound for environmental reasons. This land was
identified as having ecological value (see the ecological impact assessment
under planning application 15/00195/APP) but was subsequently ploughed. I
cannot find the reason why this land was ploughed within the public domain. The
land should not undergo development and should be given time to recover.
If development were to take place here, a much more suitable compromise may be
to mirror the existing development on the north side of Whaddon Road and not
extend past the western edge of the existing building line just east of the entrance
to Hammond Park. This would probably reduce the number of dwellings but
should make it possible to preserve an amount of the ploughed land. This should
also enable restoration of much of the floral species that were compromised at
the times the land was ploughed - when it clearly shouldn't have been.
Policy D-NLV001.
I consider this allocation to be unsound as the bulk of district housing need is the
south of Aylesbury. Therefore an allocation of this size at the furthest point in the
district does not make sense.
Also Milton Keynes Council objects to planning application 15/00314/AOP for a
number of sound reasons including the pressure the development would bring on
infrastructure in the area.
I ask that consideration be given to reallocating this site nearer to the districts'
major points of housing need.

Summary:

allocation to be unsound as the bulk of district housing need is the
south of Aylesbury. Therefore an allocation of this size at the furthest point in the
district does not make sense.
Also Milton Keynes Council objects to planning application 15/00314/AOP for a
number of sound reasons including the pressure the development would bring on
infrastructure in the area.
I ask that consideration be given to reallocating this site nearer to the districts'
major points of housing need.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Welch Tim 29121 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217 1 redacted.pdf
Welch Tim 29121 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217 2 redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1770

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

at the time of writing permission has not yet been granted and
(accordingly) no reserved matters or discharge of conditions submissions have been
made. Likewise, the paragraph 4.118 of the Submission Draft Local Plan indicates that a
Masterplan SPD will be required to establish the disposition of land uses.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2031

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

It is notable that the application at Salden Chase received a resolution to grant permission despite not having been a
formally allocated site at the time; the decision reflects the sustainable, strategic role of Milton Keynes, and the need
for sites to come forward in Aylesbury Vale to meet sub-regional housing needs, as envisaged in the SEP.

Change to Plan

It is relevant to note that in the 2009 South East Plan (SEP), areas around Salden Chase and Shenley Park were
included in a 'Strategic Development Area' at South West Milton Keynes (SWMK), known as the SWMK SDA Area,
with Policy MKAV1 having envisaged a requirement of 5,390 dwellings as an urban extension to the south west of

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2031 - 27869 - D-NLV001 Salden Chase - i, ii, iii, iv

2031

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Milton Keynes.
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2121

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

We welcome the reference to conservation, although we would prefer the third sentence to read "Sites of
archaeological importance should be protected and enhanced", to provide protection for potential archaeological
remains in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and as part of the positive strategy for the
conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs
126 and 157 of the Framework.

Change to Plan

D-NLV001 Salden Chase - page 112 subheader 'Conservation' We would prefer the third sentence to read "Sites of
archaeological importance should be protected and enhanced", to provide protection for potential archaeological
remains in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2289

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

Allocation Ref. D-NLV001; and the site is either owned by members of the Consortium or is controlled under option.
The proposed development is viable and deliverable, and will make a contribution towards the five year housing land
supply. In these circumstances, it is entirely appropriate to propose the allocation of Site Ref. D-NLV001 and we
request that this proposal is retained.
We support the proposed allocation, but suggest some minor amendments to the draft policy to reflect the approved
development and for clarity and consistency with other strategic allocations.

Change to Plan

We request that Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 is retained.
We request that the Concept Masterplan for Policy D-NLV001 on pg.114 of PSVALP is deleted.
We request that the requirement for a masterplan to be prepared for Allocation Ref. D-NLV001 at Paragraph 4.118 is
deleted.
We request that all references to Salden Chase in Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119 and Policy D-NLV001 are deleted, and
that the site is renamed South West Milton Keynes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2289

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2336

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

NLV020 should be allocated as an additional strategic allocation. As set out in our requested changes, we set out the
scope and content of a new policy and supporting text for the site. We also suggest that the site be included within a
renamed South West Milton Keynes section, which includes the site's allocation and Policy D-NLV001.
Alternatively, Site Ref. NLV020 could be identified as a 'reserve site' to meet future housing needs and provide some
flexibility to deal with a change in circumstances e.g. a housing land supply shortfall or the delivery of key items of
transport infrastructure.
(Landscape and Visual Technical report, masterplan, highways masterplan, flood mapping and Transport and Highway
matters all attached)

Change to Plan

We request that the following new policy is inserted after Paragraph 4.119 of PSVALP.
Site Ref: D-NVL020
Site Name: South West Milton Keynes 2
Size (hectares): 95.84 Ha
Allocated For:
* 1100 homes
* Care Village
* 0.5ha Employment
* Education
* Neighbourhood Centre
* Community Centre
* Allotments
* Cemetery
* Recreation space/green infrastructure
Site Specific Requirements:
Development proposals must be accompanied by the information required in the Council's Local Validation List and
comply with all other relevant policies in the Plan. In addition, proposals should comply with the following criteria:
a. Provision of land for around 1,100 dwellings. The development should be integrated with the committed SWMK
development (NLV001) and maintain the setting and individual identity of Newton Longville.
b. Provision of land for schools, primary and secondary.
c. Existing vegetation should be retained where practicable, including existing woodlands and hedgerows.
d. Existing public rights of way should be retained and integrated into the development within safe and secure

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2336

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

environments as part of a wider network of sustainable routes, to directly and appropriately link the site with
surrounding communities and facilities.
e. Proposals must retain and enhance existing habitats where practicable, including the creation of linkages with
surrounding wildlife assets.
f. The development should be designed using a landscape-led approach.
g. Provision for public transport.
h. A surface water drainage strategy should ensure that the development does not increase flood risk elsewhere.
i. Provision of a sustainable drainage system
j. Provision of green infrastructure to link to other new development areas and the wider countryside
k. Provision of and contribution to infrastructure as appropriate.
Implementation Approach:
The design of the proposed development will be based on a landscape-led approach. It will be designed to integrate
with the place shaping principles of the committed SWMK development (NLV001) including self-contained residential
neighbourhoods surrounded by substantial areas of open space and strategic landscaping; and it would connect to the
existing grid road network and with the existing walking, cycling (Redways) and public transport network.
As an alternative the site could be identified as a strategic reserve site, to be brought forward if there is a housing land
supply shortfall or additional development is needed to support the delivery and economic benefits associated with
East West Rail and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. The site will be allocated for development in the next review
of VALP if it is not needed before then. The policy text for the reserve site allocation would be the same as above, with
the addition of the following text:
Site Ref. NLV020 is identified as a reserve site, to be released in the following circumstances:
* To rectify any identified shortfall in housing delivery in order to maintain a five year supply of housing land in
Aylesbury Vale District; and/or
* To provide for any shortfall in housing land requirements that arise from any uplift in OAN; and/or
* To contribute to meeting any identified additional need for housing in relation to emerging jobs growth associated with
East West Rail and/or the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway; and/or
* Otherwise in accordance with policies in the NPPF.
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Jackson Planning (Planning Manager) [31705]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations and a supporting appendix in respect of the Regulation 19 consultation on the
VALP.

Summary:

The plan completely fails to recognise the on-going work by the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) to
accommodate
over a million new homes in the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford arc. There needs to be greater acknowledgement
about
the role Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) must play in shaping the future of the city as part of the 2050 spatial
vision
and the plan needs a specific policy that deals with how this will be accommodated until 2033 which is the time period
for the
plan.

Change to Plan

ADD ADDITIONAL TEXT AT 4.111
+
4.118 A masterplan supplementary planning document (SPD) for the site will establish the site layout and disposition of
land uses. The development will adhere to the following place shaping principles:
Remove first bullet point, add additional new bullet points
* Although entirely within AVDC the proposed development at Salden Chase is an extension of Milton Keynes
grid and as such the main vehicular access is within Milton Keynes.
4.119 Revised last bullet
* The development at Salden Chase will take account of potential for further expansion of the city as part of the
NIC growth arc proposals.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Jackson Lisa 31705 Monitoring and Review 2.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S5.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Section 1.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy S3.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Mointoring and Review.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 Policy D- NLV001 Salden Chase.pdf
Jackson Lisa 31705 NIC Growth Corridor Consultation May 2017.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Milton Keynes Council (Mr Jon Wellstead) [31966]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Proposed Submission Plan Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to consider and comment on your draft Local Plan.
Milton Keynes Council has no objections in principle with the content of the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan and no concerns regarding the Duty to Co-operate.
Policy S2 (Spatial strategy for growth) of the Proposed Submission Local Plan provides for about 1,855 new homes
adjacent to Milton Keynes. We have no objections in principle to the inclusion of Salden Chase (SWMK), provided that
the infrastructure requirements for Salden Chase outlined in the VALP are retained in the final plan and are delivered in
the manner set out in the attached Memorandum of Understanding.
In particular, we welcome the commitment from AVDC to work with MKC to address the infrastructure and services
needed to mitigate the impact of the development on Milton Keynes, including highway improvements, public transport
provision, public rights of way improvements, green infrastructure, community facility, education facilities, health
facilities, local centre and employment area as included in VALP.
We would, however, request that one minor modification is made to the Salden Chase policy (pages 110-114) in the
proposed submission VALP:
* To insert in the Salden Chase policy a requirement for a green buffer to be included on the eastern edge of the site to
protect the adjacent community of West Bletchley.
Yours sincerely
John Cheston, Development Plans Team Leader

Summary:

We would, however, request that one minor modification is made to the Salden Chase policy (pages 110-114) in the
proposed submission VALP:
* To insert in the Salden Chase policy a requirement for a green buffer to be included on the eastern edge of the site to
protect the adjacent community of West Bletchley.

Change to Plan

We would, however, request that one minor modification is made to the Salden Chase policy (pages 110-114) in the
proposed submission VALP:
* To insert in the Salden Chase policy a requirement for a green buffer to be included on the eastern edge of the site to
protect the adjacent community of West Bletchley.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Wellstead, Jonathan 31966, Milton Keynes 27451 - Council Response to VALP Proposed Submission
consultation Dec 2017.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV001 Salden Chase

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

As part of Buckingham County Council area, residents will be eligible for Grammar School places under the 11+
scheme. Given the attraction and reputation of the local Grammar schools, and that the land falls within the catchment
area of the Royal Latin School in Buckingham, some provision should be made for a contribution to this school in
addition to the new secondary school

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Stuchbury, Robin 32366, Buckingham Town Council 31945 - Final Buckingham Town Council response.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.120

Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Full Text:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Objection is raised to the latest iteration of the HELAA. In particular, objection is raised in respect of our client's site at
GAW002 off Buckingham Road, Gawcott. Previous iterations of the HELAA confirmed that this site was suitable for
development, however the latest HELAA has suggested that the site is not now suitable for development as it is an
important open land gateway into the village and development would be likely to have an adverse landscape visual
impact and adverse impact on settlement pattern. This is at odds to the evidence provided in the Strategic Landscape
and Visual Capacity Study that also forms a background document to the Local Plan. This study suggests that there is
potential to develop 60 % of the site continuing the existing settlement edge.
Indeed the findings of the Strategic Landscape and Visual Capacity Study are similar to the proposed capacity that has
been promoted by The University of Buckingham, through earlier iterations of this Local Plan process.

Summary:

Objection is raised to the HELAA, in respect of our client's site at GAW002 off Buckingham Road, Gawcott. The
evidence in the HELAA in respect of the site is at odds to the evidence provided in the Strategic Landscape and Visual
Capacity Study that also forms a background document to the Plan.

Change to Plan

The evidence within the HELAA needs to be revisited and should accord with the findings of the Strategic Landscape
and Visual Capacity Study.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.120

Respondent: Mr Andrew Docherty [30062]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The 2017 HELAA has not been the subject of consultation or objective consideration.
There appears to have been no consideration of representations earlier made in respect of HELAAs and significant
constraints on site suitability have been ignored.
The HELAA should have very little weight in the future determination of site suitability and is not a 'strategic
assessment of the availability and suitability of land for development...'

Summary:

The 2017 HELAA has not been the subject of consultation or objective consideration.
There appears to have been no consideration of representations earlier made in respect of HELAAs and significant
constraints on site suitability have been ignored.
The HELAA should have very little weight in the future determination of site suitability and is not a 'strategic
assessment of the availability and suitability of land for development...'

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

Reword para 4.120 to make it clear that the 2017 HELAA has yet to be the subject of assessment and thus carries very
little weight except as an indication of land which may be available for development.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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688

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.120

Respondent: Ms Joyce Docherty [28403]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The HELAA, on which the 'allocations in the Local Plan are based,' has not been the subject of objective assessment
or consultation and is unreliable as a guide to the suitability of potential future allocations.

Summary:

The HELAA, on which the 'allocations in the Local Plan are based,' has not been the subject of objective assessment
or consultation and is unreliable as a guide to the suitability of potential future allocations.

Change to Plan

The HELAA should be stated to carry very little weight until sites have been objectively assessed and their suitability
considered by the local community.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.120

Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

Whilst the sites were rendered unsuitable in isolation within the HELAA, a more strategic angle should have been
investigated as part of the site options for determining 'reasonable alternatives' having regard to local issues and
requirements set out within the evidence base.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.

Officer note: see attachment for full representation

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.122

Respondent: Mr Andrew Docherty [30062]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Paragraph 4.159 of the VALP re Medium Villages - like Cheddington - states: 'Additional development in the medium
villages that are not allocated either in the Local Plan or neighbourhood plan will only be permitted in exceptional
circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate anticipated.' Policy
D2 and para 4.122 should use the same terminology to express the test required and for consistency.

Summary:

Paragraph 4.159 of the VALP re Medium Villages - like Cheddington - states: 'Additional development in the medium
villages that are not allocated either in the Local Plan or neighbourhood plan will only be permitted in exceptional
circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate anticipated.' Policy
D2 and para 4.122 should use the same terminology to express the test required and for consistency.

Change to Plan

Use the expression 'exceptional circumstances' in para 4.122 for consistency with para 4.159 and to reflect the
appropriate test.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.122

Respondent: The Fingask Association [32275]

Agent:

Full Text:

Rural Solutions (Ms Kate Girling) [32276]

Please find attached representations prepared by Rural Solutions Ltd, on behalf of The Fingask Association.
The Fingask Association control and manage the site known as 'Land north of Avenue Road' in Maids Moreton.
The following documents comprise our representations:
Representations report prepared by Rural Solutions;
Appendix 1 - Comparative sites review of potential landscape, visual and ecological issues assessment (Anthony
Jellard Associates);
Appendix 2 - Suitability of land north of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton (Ref:MMO001) (Rural Solutions);
Appendix 3 - Heritage Statement (Graham Frecknall Architecture and Design);
Appendix 4 - Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey inc. Hedgerow Survey (John Campion Associates Ltd); and
Appendix 5 - Landscape and Visual Assessment (Anthony Jellard Associates).

Summary:

object to this on the basis that it is not positive, effective, justified or consistent with National Policy. There is no
qualified indication in the VALP on what the anticipated rates of delivery are for sites in the medium villages. It is
essential this is provided if Policy D2 is to be applied effectively.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc APPENDICES 1-5.pdf
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc 17.12.13.REPO.KG FINAL (amended 02.01.18).pdf

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

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

To allow for organic natural growth of rural villages, carefully situated buildings should be considered in areas that are
supported by residents or the parish council, such as infilling between former agricultural buildings and village edges
that do not form a strong edge. By there nature, many villages "bleed" into the countryside, and flexibility should be
permitted. A recent example in Akeley which has been refused several times is seen as an absurdity to the village,
especially when the occasional windfall site would enhance the slow natural growth of villages.

Summary:

To allow for organic natural growth of rural villages, carefully situated buildings should be considered in areas that are
supported by residents or the parish council, such as infilling between former agricultural buildings and village edges
that do not form a strong edge. By there nature, many villages "bleed" into the countryside, and flexibility should be
permitted. A recent example in Akeley which has been refused several times is seen as an absurdity to the village,
especially when the occasional windfall site would enhance the slow natural growth of villages.

Change to Plan

Amend c footnote to allow for some flexibility in the interpretation: where supported by neighbours or the parish, or
demonstrated by the applicant, definition of the "settlement boundary" should include the whole of the village, including
previous agricultural buildings that have become part of a village over time.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Mr Andrew Docherty [30062]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Proposed Policy D2 could encourage developers to bring forward non-allocated sites by holding back allocated land
(already held in their land banks). Where allocated sites are being held back without a good planning reason, deallocation should be considered at the first Local Plan Review.
Policy D2 should state that the basis of the release of any non-allocated sites would:
i) follow the basic hierarchy of sites' strategy of the VALP - set out in proposed Policies S2 and S3;
ii) in so doing, then prioritise settlements which do not have adopted Neighbourhood Plans; and
iii) only allow the release of non-allocated sites following an analysis of the delivery delay and by potential de-allocation
at the LP review of sites not delivering; and
iv) allow for a review of any made/adopted Neighbourhood Plan before release of a non-allocated site
It is requested that 'important views' should be added to the 'assets' listed in para g.
There is support for the restriction of any potential additional sites to within made Neighbourhood Plan Settlement
boundaries in para c.

Summary:

There should be consideration of de-allocation of sites in certain circumstances.
There should be a sustainable hierarchy of release of any non-allocated sites.
Where there is a made Neighbourhood Plan (NP), non- allocated sites should not be released without a prior review of
the NP.
Add 'important views' to para g.
Support for para c restrictions at made NP settlements.

Change to Plan

Above paragraph c insert:
'the release of any non-allocated sites should:
i) follow the basic hierarchy of sites strategy of the VALP - set out in proposed Policies S2 and S3;
ii) in so doing, then prioritise settlements which do not have adopted Neighbourhood Plans; and
iii) only allow the release of non-allocated sites following an analysis of the delay and by potential de-allocation at the
LP review of sites not delivering; and
iv) allow for a review of any made/adopted Neighbourhood Plan before release of a non-allocated site.'
At the end of the Proposed Policy insert: 'Where allocated sites are being held back without a good planning reason,
de-allocation should be considered at the first Local Plan Review.'
Add 'significant views' to para g.
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Dr Geoffrey Harris [31872]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

First, the terms and approach of Policy D2 within the draft AVDC Local Plan, when applied to Edlesborough, produce a
position which is seriously inconsistent and perverse; and where the comparative merits of competing sites for
development will not be adjudicated upon equitably. Paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires
that local plans should clearly set out their strategic priorities, and that: 'Neighbourhood Plans should reflect these
policies and neighbourhoods should positively support them' The Edlesborough Neighbourhood Plan contravenes
almost all of the Local Plan criteria to guide the nature, characteristics, location and scale of development in this
village. The Neighbourhood Plan should not be given, as it has in this case, a wholly unjustified and inappropriate
status that seeks to subvert the authority of the Local Plan to set the strategic direction and policy framework for
neighbourhood plans. Second, the Local Plan does not consider it appropriate to allocate further land for development
in Edlesborough. This is confirmed by Table 2 on page 38. Consequently, new sites proposed for residential
development should be assessed under the 8 important criteria set out under Policy D2. The Edlesborough
Neighbourhood Pan allocation EDL021 either contravenes, or is inconsistent with 7 of these 8 key criteria. Most
significantly, Policy D2 specifies that proposals for development should not 'comprise partial development of a larger
site (page 115 Policy D2 point b). This is, clearly and explicitly, the case with the field EDL021. This proposed allocation
explicitly embodies 'the partial development of a larger site', to which, furthermore, there are no natural boundaries or
barriers to further extensive development. Moreover, the explanatory subscript referring to Policy D2 point c would
appear fundamentally to exclude field EDL021 from being part of an agreed neighbourhood plan. Third, if it is
considered necessary to maintain the overall scale of development on Edlesborough provided for in the draft Local Plan
(176 dwellings Table 2 page 38), then the estimated capacity of site EDL021 (80 dwellings) is capable of being
replaced by an alternative site of comparable capacity which infringes the criteria of Policy D2 to a substantially lesser
degree. To the best of our knowledge, and after making relevant enquiries, there has been no competent and fully
detailed evaluation of either the comparative or individual characteristics of the two areas of land concerned.

Summary:

The terms and approach of Policy D2, applied to Edlesborough, produce a situation which is inconsistent and perverse;
and where the Neighbourhood Plan subverts the authority of the Local Plan to set policy and strategic direction.
Allocation EDL021 contravenes or is inconsistent with 7 of the 8 key criteria of Policy D2; most significantly, that
proposals for development should not 'comprise partial development of a larger site'. This is explicitly the case for
EDL021.
If the level of housing provision must be maintained, an alternative site is available which infringes the criteria of Policy
D2 to a substantially lesser degree.

Change to Plan

The remedy which we seek is that the approach of Policy D2 should be fundamentally changed, and its policy criteria
rigorously applied, so as to ensure that
1. All development in the settlement will be in accordance with and consistent with all of the identified criteria which
apply; and
2. The Neighbourhood Plan process is not given a wholly unjustified and inappropriate status that seeks to subvert the
proper paramountcy of the Local Plan in setting policy directives and strategic direction.
On a separate note, it also seems clear that the physical characteristics and location of EDL021 are such as to render
any development uneconomic and therefore undeliverable. We attach an annex briefly summarising the principal
planning objections already lodged in respect of the proposal to develop field EDL021.
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791

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Bovis Homes' objection to Policy S3 highlights that the development strategy in the Local Plan fails to address the
NPPF's policy imperative to support thriving rural communities as it makes inadequate provision at the identified Large
and Medium Villages to meet their development needs over the plan period. That will have a significant negative impact
on the role and function of a number of the sustainable villages in the District.
That concern is exacerbated by Policy D2 that seeks to prevent the any development coming forward unless the site is
allocated for such. That approach effectively removes any flexibility to embrace potential sustainable development
opportunities as they arise where there maybe wider socio-economic benefits that outweighs any harm, or that harm
can be appropriately mitigated. Moreover, the policy approach is predicated on the assumption that the housing needs
will be met in full by the development allocations in the Local Plan. The concerns highlighted in relation to Policies S2
and S3 demonstrate why that assumption is incorrect.
Whilst Policy D2 purports to allow development where the monitoring of housing delivery indicates that allocated sites
are not being delivered at the anticipated rates, the unduly restrictive terms of the policy that add further layers of
"protection" by reiterating matters that are more appropriately addressed by other policies within the Local Plan, will
have the effect of preventing other sustainable development opportunities coming to address shortfalls in provision.
That is contrary to the requirement of the NPPF's presumption in favour of sustainable development means that
requires the Local Plan to be sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change (para 14).
For example, part (g) requires development not to have any adverse impact on environmental assets such as
landscape, historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and green infrastructure. Clearly, however, it is
inevitable that any development of a greenfield site will have some degree of impact on some of these assets. The
policy does not allow the relative value of those matters or the scope for mitigation to be considered, or critically
whether the socio-economic benefits that would arise from the development would outweigh any harm,
Policy D2 should, therefore, be revised to avoid restricting sustainable development in order to reflect the NPPF's
presumption in favour of sustainable development and the requirement to meet objectively assessed needs with
sufficient flexibility to adapt to change.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy D2, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the objectively assessed housing
needs will be met within the plan period;
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
- is not effective in that the policy is unduly restrictive; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and supporting rural communities.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy D2, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
-has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the OAN will be met within the
plan period;
-is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
-is not effective in that the policy is unduly restrictive; and
-is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and supporting rural communities.

Change to Plan

Proposed Change:
Policy D2 should be recast (including the deletion of part g) to avoid restricting sustainable development that can be
appropriately managed through other policies within the Local Plan in order to reflect the presumption in favour of
sustainable development and the need to meet objectively assessed needs with sufficient flexibility to adapt to change.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 811 - 30441 - D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages - None

811

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Cheddington Parish Council (Mrs Margret Smith)
[30441]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Cheddington Parish Council (CPC) makes the following points to the Inspector.
1. Whilst understanding the reasoning for the general rate of 25% affordable housing to be included in any
development of 11 dwellings or more, CPC is somewhat concerned that this undermines their own figure of 35%
included in its adopted Neighbourhood Plan.
The figure in this and other NP's was compiled under advice from AVDC the local planning authority to ensure needs of
local communities were met. Naturally evidence for need must be shown when applications are considered but it is felt
that this lower figure, proposed in the VALP, will undermine efforts to allow those communities to develop as was
envisaged in those NP's. We would propose that exception be made where a NP states a higher figure and evidence of
need can be provided.
2. Despite sites having been identified under the LPA's HELAA some were discounted under the NP process and in
this LP's compilation.
In that respect Paragraph 4.159 of VALP states "additional development in medium villages that are not allocated in
either the LP or NP will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites
allocated are not coming forward at the rate anticipated" Policy D2 and paragraph 4.122 should at least use the same
terminology.
Further though and to strengthen those policies we would propose that any prospective inclusion of those sites within
the LPA's consideration should be returned to the Parish Council for agreement in a further referendum within the
updating process of their NP.
Also, that if the same land owner that has a pending permission to develop within a NP area that also has a site
identified by HELAA, but not included in the NP or LP, this may not be considered by the LPA for benefit of any 5 year
housing supply (for example) due to lack of the permitted site being developed or withheld / delayed for any reason.

Summary:

Cheddington Parish Council (CPC) would like to make the following points:
a) CPC is concerned that the general rate of 25% affordable housing undermines their own figure of 35% included in its
adopted Neighbourhood Plan.
b) CPC is concerned in respect of Paragraph 4.159 that any additional development in Cheddington should be
returned to the Parish Council for agreement in a further referendum within the updating process of the Cheddington
Neighbourhood Plan.

Change to Plan

Proposed policy D2 should state that the basis of the release of any non-allocated sites would:
i) follow the basic hierarchy of sites strategy of the VALP - as set out in policies S2 and S3
ii) in so doing, then prioritise settlements which do not have adopted NP's; and
iii)
only allow release of non-allocated sites following an analysis of the delay(1) and by potential de-allocation at
the LP review of sites not delivering; and
iv)
allow for a review of any made / adopted NP before release of non-allocated site
(1) House of Commons Planning Reform Proposals Briefing Paper July 2017
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: AB Planning & Development Ltd (Mr Andrew
Bateson) [28847]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It is inappropriate in the policy and in criterion (a) to include the word "small" as it is too restrictive and takes no account
of local circumstance.

Summary:

It is inappropriate in the policy and in criterion (a) to include the word "small" as it is too restrictive and takes no account
of local circumstance.

Change to Plan

Delete the words "small" from the main part of the policy and from criterion (a).
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Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We support the strategy for limiting housing development in rural areas beyond the strategic site allocations and the
built up areas of identified settlements.

Summary:

We support the strategy for limiting housing development in rural areas beyond the strategic site allocations and the
built up areas of identified settlements.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The 'within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement' is particularly problematic, suggest delete
'or adjacent'. Otherwise once a greenfield development has been allowed, can another one take place on the greenfield
land beyond that? What control is there over incremental creep outwards of villages, and how will cumulative effects be
taken into account? How will rural exceptions sites ever be delivered if land adjacent to villages is allowed for market
housing? If there is slow delivery of an allocation there should be no expectation that a site in the AONB or its setting is
released.

Summary:

The 'within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement' is particularly problematic, suggest delete
'or adjacent'. Otherwise once a greenfield development has been allowed, can another one take place on the greenfield
land beyond that? What control is there over incremental creep outwards of villages, and how will cumulative effects be
taken into account? How will rural exceptions sites ever be delivered if land adjacent to villages is allowed for market
housing? If there is slow delivery of an allocation there should be no expectation that a site in the AONB or its setting is
released.

Change to Plan

Delete "or adjacent"
Also the footnote is liable to misinterpretation because of the use of 'excludes' and then 'includes' to explain
what is excluded, suggested change as follows:
"*the existing developed footprint is defined as the continuous built form of the village, and excludes individual buildings
and groups of dispersed buildings. This means excluding former agricultural barns that have been converted,
agricultural buildings and associated land on the edge of the village and gardens, paddocks and other undeveloped
land within the curtilage of
buildings on the edge of the settlement where the land relates more to the surrounding countryside than to the built up
area of the village."
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Mr Cameron Branston [30238]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have largely raised my concerns directly to planners, VALP Scrutiny Committee and in the previous consultation.
In responding to this draft strategy, I recognise the significance of this document, which will act a roadmap for the next
30 years for Aylesbury Vale District Council. Furthermore, I am largely satisfied that the villages within my Ward of
Grendon Underwood & Brill will find the required protection in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to keep safe the rural
nature of their communities.
Having spoken with residents in my district ward it is clear that they understand the challenges face by Aylesbury Vale
District Council. Large numbers of residents have cited affordable housing as being a vital priority whilst maintaining
the picturesque rural landscape of Grendon Underwood & Brill Ward. Consequently, where practicable, I support the
use of the Rural Exception Scheme to develop affordable housing for local residents.
I welcome the new approach to developing housing targets to ensure that it is capacity-based thereby eliminating the
housing targets for villages across the Vale. The HELAA indicated that no suitable locations were available for
communities such as Brill and only a few in Grendon Underwood.
Based on my conversations with residents, Grendon Underwood Parish Council, Brill Society and the Brill Parish
Council , there is clear concern, despite the pre-existing planning policy, that developers may to try to build in and
around the villages within the Ward of Grendon Underwood & Brill in unsuitable locations. Residents in villages such
as Grendon Underwood which is likely to see smaller developments detailed a need for greater infrastructure including
public transport.

Summary:

Objects to D2.
Recognises the significance of the document and welcomes the new capacity-based approach to housing targets.
There is concern from residents, Grendon Underwood Parish Council, Brill Society and Brill Parish Council that despite
the pre-existing planning policy, that developers may try to build in and around the villages in unsuitable locations.
Infrastructure is required to support new development.

Change to Plan
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Society of Merchant Ventures [32202]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Society of Merchant Venturers, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

Policy D2 only supports additional development (i.e. non-allocated sites) on land adjacent to the existing developed
footprint of the settlement in the circumstances where the Council's monitoring of delivery across the district shows that
the allocated sites are not being delivered at the anticipated rate and subject to a number of criteria.
This Policy will not deliver sufficient flexibility in the Plan to respond to changes in circumstances i.e. Government's
changed methodology to calculating housing need.
See further details in the attached covering letter.

Change to Plan

If the need for a review of the District's housing requirement is not accepted to provide for the full OAN in this Plan, this
policy needs to be more robust. Amendments are required to Policy D2 to allow further circumstances where additional
development will be acceptable.
A policy mechanism for reserve sites to be released to respond to changes in circumstances should be included in the
Plan. We consider that there is additional land controlled by the SMV in Cheddington that should be identified as
reserve sites.
See further details in the attached covering letter.
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Our clients have a controlling interest in land at Buckland Road, Aston Clinton
and Broughton Lane, Bierton, and object to the omission of the sites as housing
allocations in Policy D2.

Change to Plan

Please see suggested changes as set out in our accompanying submissions.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.
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1102

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Trustees of the Pitstone Townlands Charity [32279]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Derek Bromley) [29628]

Full Text:

VALP 2013-2033 PROPOSED SUBMISSION NOV 2017
HOUSING NEED - PIT007.
We act on behalf of the Trustees of the Pitstone Townlands Charity who own the site identified as PIT007 which is
shown as an existing commitment as of 31st March 2017. The commitment being identified in the Pitstone NP as
Safeguarded for D1 use (education).
Our clients endorse the submissions made by the Home Builders Federation and do not repeat the case made,
particularly with regard to Housing Needs.
The VALP contains no site-specific policies for existing commitments. With regard to our client's Land North of
Marsworth Road it should be identified for a mix use of residential, Education and Doctors Surgery.
There is a need for a new Doctors Surgery to serve the village and outlying areas. The Practice Manager of the
Rothchild Surgery has confirmed the need. There is no provision either within VALP or NP for this facility. It is a use
which falls with a general D1 use.
For the reasons stated in the HBF submissions there is no justification for the reduced housing numbers and the
identification of this site to provide for the part of the unmet need will contribute to the shortfall in housing numbers.
The charity would retain ownership of some of the dwellings to provide accommodation for the local villages.

Summary:

The VALP contains no site-specific policies for existing commitments.
There is a need for a new Doctors Surgery to serve the village and outlying areas. The Practice Manager of the
Rothchild Surgery has confirmed the need. There is no provision either within VALP or NP for this facility. It is a use
which falls with a general D1 use.
For the reasons stated in the HBF submissions there is no justification for the reduced housing numbers and the
identification of this site to provide for the part of the unmet need will contribute to the shortfall in housing numbers.
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1117

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: CALA Homes Limited [32297]

Agent:

Full Text:

Hunter Page Planning (Guy Wakefield) [32296]

Please find attached our representation made on behalf of CALA Homes Limited in relation to the Submission Version
of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
Please note that the following PDF attachments form the appendices to the Representation letter:
* Appendix 1 - Appeal Decision Land at Leasows Chipping Campden (APP/F1610/W/16/3165805): Appeal Decision Cotswolds.pdf
* Appendix 2 - Site Location Plan Land to the West of Gib Lane, Bierton: 3143 P 100.pdf
* Appendix 3 - Site Location Plan Land adjacent to Ivy Cottage, Main Street, Grendon Underwood: 2997.100 B Location
Plan(1).pdf

Summary:

Land set out in the accompanying letter at Bierton and Grendon Underwood be allocated for housing.

Change to Plan
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern
Manufacturing Ltd [32289]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern Manufacturing Ltd and their interests in
land west of AVDLP allocation BU.1 (BUC043), Moreton Road, Buckingham please find attached our representation.
This comments on policies S2, D2, B-BUC043, H1, H5, H6 and BE2.

Summary:

The wording of criteria c from this policy should be amended as follows, to more closely reflect the wording of relevant
policies within the relevant neighbourhood plan, as follows:
c. be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement or, where there is a made
neighbourhood plan, whose policies expressly restrict development beyond settlement boundary limits, the site is
located entirely within that settlement boundary.
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Taylor Wimpey South Midlands [32254]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Taylor Wimpey South Midlands in relation to interests in land South of Weston Road, Great
Horwood please find attached our representations to the VALP. This includes comments on S2, D2, Delivering the
allocated sites at Medium Villages, H1 and BE2

Summary:

This policy anticipates a situation where housing delivery drops below expected rates. A flexible and positive policy
response to this should be adopted.
Our suggestion of including deliverable housing sites as reserve sites, could be included at criteria C of the policy. In
the circumstances described the need to restrict development within neighbourhood plan settlement boundaries is
considered unduly restrictive and could favour otherwise more constrained, less suitable sites in settlements where no
neighbourhood plan is in place.
As noted at paragraph 1.20 of the VALP existing neighbourhood plans which have been made are not based on this
Local Plan.

Change to Plan

Our suggested wording for criteria C would be as follows:
Be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement, or be one of the identified reserve
sites in this VALP
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy D2 is too restrictive. There is no definition of 'small scale' trying to establish a definition would be fruitless as one
would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted. The housing
requirement should be expressed as a minimum figure. It is likely to restrict development that constitutes sustainable
development.
It does not allow for a proper balancing exercise to be undertaken.
Specific comments made on criteria e, f and g.

Change to Plan

Criterion e) should read:
"be of a scale and in a location that does not significantly harm the character and appearance of the settlement".
Criterion f) should read:
"respect and retain natural boundaries and features such as trees, hedgerows, embankments and ditches wherever
possible"
Criterion g) should read:
"not have a significant adverse impact on environmental assets such as landscape, biodiversity, waterways, open
space and green infrastructure"

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1396 - 32290 - D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages - i, ii, iv

1396

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

Appear at exam?
Yes

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S2 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 4.151 to 4.154 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) H6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) NL plan.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy should be clarified and reference to medium villages deleted to take Account of the Rural Exceptions Policy (H2)
and my suggestedd changes to Policies S2, S3 and Table 2

Summary:

Policy D2 should be clarified and reference to medium villages deleted to take Account of the Rural Exceptions Policy
(H2) and my suggestedd changes to Policies S2, S3 and Table 2

Change to Plan

Add the words "(other than Aylesbury) and" after "strategic settlements and delete "and medium villages" from heading
to Policy D2.
Amend first sentence of Policy D2 to read "Development at strategic settlements (other than Aylesbury) and the larger
villages listed in Table 2 on sites that are not allocated in this plan or in a made neighborhood plan will be restricted to
small areas of land within the built-up areas of settlements or in the case of the villages, development which accords
with Policy H2"

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
1453_Redacted.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
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Respondent: The Fingask Association [32275]

Agent:

Full Text:

Rural Solutions (Ms Kate Girling) [32276]

Please find attached representations prepared by Rural Solutions Ltd, on behalf of The Fingask Association.
The Fingask Association control and manage the site known as 'Land north of Avenue Road' in Maids Moreton.
The following documents comprise our representations:
Representations report prepared by Rural Solutions;
Appendix 1 - Comparative sites review of potential landscape, visual and ecological issues assessment (Anthony
Jellard Associates);
Appendix 2 - Suitability of land north of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton (Ref:MMO001) (Rural Solutions);
Appendix 3 - Heritage Statement (Graham Frecknall Architecture and Design);
Appendix 4 - Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey inc. Hedgerow Survey (John Campion Associates Ltd); and
Appendix 5 - Landscape and Visual Assessment (Anthony Jellard Associates).

Summary:

Criteria a) and b) are overly restrictive. In accordance with the NPPF, the location of development should be assessed
on its sustainable development merits and allow for sustainable development to be brought forward. This draft policy
has the effect of restricting sustainable development from coming forward. All applications should be considered on
their own merits.
On the above basis this policy is not effective or in accordance with national policy.

Change to Plan

The following rewording is suggested:
Development in strategic settlements, larger and medium villages that are not allocated in this plan or in a made
neighbourhood plan will be supported where:
a)Infilling of small gaps in developed frontages in keeping with the scale and spacingof nearby dwellings and the
character of the surroundings;
b)Development that consolidates existing settlement patterns without harmingimportant settlement characteristics;
c)It can be demonstrated that the planned growth in the spatial strategy for thesettlement will not be delivered during
the plan period;
d)It is a rural exception site in accordance with policy; or
e)Development is justified by special economic, environmental and/or socialcircumstances.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc APPENDICES 1-5.pdf
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc 17.12.13.REPO.KG FINAL (amended 02.01.18).pdf
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Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

Policy D2 is a restrictive policy that is not in accordance with the permissive approach set out in the NPPF.

Change to Plan

If the suggestions for changes to policy S9 are not accepted - to include reference to the provisions of Policy
S9, including additional circumstances where proposals for delivery of alternative sustainable sites will be
considered favourably. Suggested wording in bold below:
D2 Proposals for non-allocated residential sites at strategic settlements....
Residential development in strategic settlements..........
"Further residential development beyond allocated sites and small-scale development as set out in
criterion a) or b) above will only be permitted where the circumstances set out in Policy S9 of this plan
apply. the Council's monitoring of housing delivery across the district shows that the allocated sites are not
being delivered at the anticipated rate. Proposals will need to be accompanied by evidence demonstrating
how the site can be delivered in a timely manner......
g. not have a significant or demonstrable any adverse impact on environmental assets such as
landscape, historic environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and green infrastructure that
would outweigh any benefits of the proposal; and,.....

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, iii, iv

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

This approach is not however considered to accord with the requirements of the NPPF for a Local Plan
to be 'positively prepared' and should be considered unsound. Indeed, as currently drafted, Policy D2
would restrict housing insofar that it does not allow for a balanced judgement to be made when
assessing the suitability of individual development proposals. Instead, draft Policy D2 simply aligns
itself to the delivery of allocated sites within the emerging VALP.
No definition or guidance is
provided by the Council as to what will be regarded as a 'timely manner'.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

As such, it is considered that the wording to draft Policy D2 should be amended as follows:
"Further development beyond allocated sites and small-scale
development as set out in criteria a) or b) must contribute to
the sustainability of that settlement, be in accordance with all
applicable policies in the Development Plan, and fulfil all of the
following criteria:"
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1530_Redacted.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Policy as drafted is too restrictive. Needs to provide greater flexibility for delivery outside of the allocations.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The new policy bears no relation to a potential new settlement. This new policy takes a very conservative view of
facilitating development, indicating that only small scale development will be permitted, unless the Council's monitoring
of housing land indicates dips in delivery that would leave the Plan-led approach vulnerable.
As indicated elsewhere in this report, RPS would urge caution in taking such a restrictive view in the Local Plan,
particularly in light of a potential discrepancy in the calculation of housing need. RPS considers that this policy should
be rewritten in a more flexible way.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The allocation of the site BUC046 in the VALP is fully supported. The technical work undertaken to date confirms that a
scheme of 420 dwellings could be successfully achieved on the site. Wates full endorses the allocation and the
number of dwellings proposed and makes a separate representation on the site allocation policy criteria.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1722 - 28919 - D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages - ii

1722

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Mr Roger Williams [28919]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy D2
1.0 Introduction
1.1 The plan is unsound because it applies different environmental protection policies to villages not according to the
environmental circumstances but to their size category.
1.2 The abandonment of the mechanistic approach of the Draft Consultation Document which resulted in 96 houses
being allocated to Brill by applying crude percentages according to their size categorisation is welcome. However, the
Submission Document is unsound as it still adopts a mechanistic approach to categorising villages as small, medium
or large and then applying policies which do not take into account qualitative factors. The result of this is that Brill,
which is categorised as a Medium Village is afforded less protection from unsuitable development than smaller Villages
Because:
(a) Policy D2 (p.115) (development at Strategic Settlements, Large and Medium Villages) allows for expansion outside
the development footprint, whereas Policy D3 (p 144) (development at Smaller Villages) restricts development to within
the village footprint. Also:
(b) Unlike Small Villages, being included in the Medium Villages category implies the need to "make some contribution
to meeting the housing needs of the district" (p 134 para 4.152). Also:
(c) There is an implication in the "Delivering the allocated sites" section (para 4.152) that subject to more certainly
about access, the HELAA sites (Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment May 2016) at Brill could be
developed. Yet, the HELAA assessments rejected at the 4 Brill sites on other than just grounds access.
2.0 The Need for Qualitative Factors to be Included
The standardisation of approach of Policy D2 to development in all settlements, other than Small Villages, fails to take
account of the considerable differences in the character and settings of the settlements. Specifically for Brill its historic
character, hilltop and landscape setting. (The particular constraints applying to Brill were endorsed by the conclusions
of the HELAA assessment). This special character would be threatened by indiscriminate development "outside the
development footprint of the village" as allowed by Policy D 2.

Summary:

The plan is unsound because it applies different environmental protection policies to villages not according to the
environmental circumstances but to their size category.
This is of particular importance to the hilltop village Brill the special character of which would be threatened by the
policy D2 which allows for development outside the village footprint.

Change to Plan

3.0 PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE PLAN
3.1 Two possibilities for rectifying the above anomaly as it
affects Brill are suggested :
a) Re CATEGORISATION OF BRILL AS A SMALL
VILLAGE.
The settlement hierarchy methodology used to
determine village categories is relatively crude. It only
considers the facilities available to the villages. It does
not take into account qualitative factors such as the
character of a village, its setting and how it would be
changed by development.
There is therefore a case for a more sophisticated
settlement hierarchy to be defined, taking into account
these considerations and re-categorising Brill as a Small
Village.
b) MODIFICATION OF POLICY D2
Failing re-categorisation, then changes to Policy D2 are
needed to exclude Medium Villages from the concession
in para c (allowing development outside the developed
footprint). Either by exclusion of Medium Villages from
para c or by replacing para c with the wording of para a
of Policy D3.
c) RECTIFICATION OF ERROR
Changes are also needed to the wording of para
4.152 to rectify the error identified in 1.2 (c) above.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
1722a_Redacted.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Landseer Properties Ltd [32318]

Agent:

BB Architecture and Planning (Dan Stiff) [32317]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENTS

Summary:

We consider the specific strategic policies and delivery policies; and the approach to distribution
through the HELAA and settlement hierarchy are intrinsically flawed and therefore not sound or
Framework compliant.
Overall the housing policies proposed seek to restrict the significant boost in housing required by
Framework para. 47, and seemingly offer no room for manoeuvre for new development, particularly
in the rural areas that is over and above the commitments and allocations of housing proposed in the
plan.

Change to Plan

See attached Representation Document.
Significant deletions, changes and new policy wording to policies:
S2: Spatial Strategy for Growth
S3: Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development
D2: Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages
and medium villages.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Stiff, Dan 32317 (LPL) ID32117 Landseer Properties Ltd VALP Representation.pdf
1752a_Redacted.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

he policy states that in the event of allocated sites not being delivered at the anticipated rate, then the policy will not be
applied. Further clarity in the policy is required as to the circumstances that would trigger this event, for instance if the
Council's Housing Land Supply Statement identifies a shortfall in housing land supply with a need to release additional
land resources.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Attachments:
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
1842a_Redacted.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Revera Limited (Mr Renshaw Watts) [32190]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Mr Rob Riding) [32191]

Please see attachments
Paragraph 3.80 suggests that there is not a record of persistent under-delivery in Aylesbury Vale and that accordingly it
is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer.
The Council assess the record of delivery against the objectively assessed need for Aylesbury Vale in isolation, which
is the correct approach prior to the confirmation of the contribution to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities
through the VALP examination. Table 2 of the Five-Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement, August 2017
identifies that whilst there was under-delivery in the majority of years up until 2012/13, the recent record of delivery
justifies the application of a 5% buffer.
However, upon adoption of the VALP (even assuming that the housing requirement remains as proposed) there will
have been under-delivery in almost every year since 2013/14 with the needs across the HMA falling to Aylesbury Vale
but not having been met. Accordingly, upon adoption there will be a necessity to apply a 20% buffer to afford the
appropriate weight to housing proposals given the significant shortfall in provision across the HMA since 2013.
The effect of the application of the necessary 20% buffer on adoption would result in a five-year land supply shortfall of
circa 600 dwellings. This will need to be addressed within the VALP through the identification of additional deliverable
allocations.
Policy S9 (Monitoring and review)
Paragraph 1.7 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) suggests that Government policy is to deliver 250,000
homes per annum nationally. However, this figure is not identified in Government policy. The most recent evidence of
the required number of homes was identified as at least 300,000 new homes per annum in the 'Building More Homes'
report to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs in July 2016. The Government have responded to
this evidence (and older assessments including the Barker Report) and are currently consulting on a national
distribution to deliver at least 266,000 new homes per annum nationally. The reference in paragraph 1.7 therefore not
only conflicts with the available evidence, it also suggests that the VALP has been prepared with the objective of
delivering a level of housing below that required nationally.
Paragraph 1.8 continues to identify a requirement of 19,400 new homes to respond to the needs of Aylesbury Vale
(excluding any contributions to the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities). This figure is based upon the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) Update Addendum, September
2017 which contains corrections to the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update: Final Report, December 2016.
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for the
Housing Market Area (HMA) rather than an LPA boundary (unless they are coterminous). This has been underlined in
several legal judgments1. This is necessary to ensure that account is taken of the inter-relationships between the
various LPAs and a consistent approach is taken to these. However, the HEDNA assesses the OAN for each LPA in
isolation, using different assumptions for each. The necessary result of this inconsistency means that the OAN has not
been established for the HMA, contrary to the NPPF.
It is also important to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has recently consulted
on a standardised methodology for identifying the local housing need. This has arisen from the Local Plans Expert
Group and the Housing White Paper, both of which were subject to consultation, as well as from professional input
from a wide range of experts including the Planning Inspectorate and the Bar.
Paragraph 1.11 identifies that there is insufficient capacity to meet the OAN in the areas south of Aylesbury Vale. In the
following paragraph 1.12, there is calculated to be an unmet need of 8,000 homes.
However, this is all predicated on the OAN identified in the HEDNA which adopts inconsistent and negative
assumptions, contrary to the available evidence to reduce the OAN. The population is growing far faster than
anticipated by the latest sub-national population projections, and yet even if the OAN was calculated on the basis of
these population projections this would produce an unmet need of 8,965 homes (based on the OAN of 27,065 for the
remainder of Buckinghamshire (= 51,051 - 23,986) and the capacity of 18,100 homes identified in the Memorandum of
Understanding, July 2017).
Furthermore, the Luton Local Plan was adopted in November 2017 and this identifies that there is a need for 400
dwellings which relates to Aylesbury Vale, which is not being addressed elsewhere.
As a result, the VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the
rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400). These figures will increase significantly, once the
standardised methodology becomes part of national policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned
for (including through the early review).
This compares to the identified housing requirement in paragraph 1.12 of 27,400 homes. It is therefore clear, that even
if the VALP is submitted in advance of the revised NPPF, it will contain a housing requirement that is 5,950 homes
short of meeting the OAN across the HMA (unless other sites can be identified across the remainder of
Buckinghamshire to contribute to this unmet need). However, in paragraph 3.17 it is identified that it is expected that
28,830 homes will be delivered in the plan period, which reduces the shortfall to 4,334 homes.
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes which is significantly below the minimum OAN of 33,350.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified to address the resultant shortfall. This should include the
identification of additional sites now as well as the identification of new settlements through the proposed early review.
Policy S2 identifies that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth will be at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
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Wendover and Haddenham. It then continues to identify that growth adjacent to Milton Keynes will also be allocated.
The Policy also identifies that development at medium villages, including Bierton, will be at a scale in keeping with the
local character and setting.
Whilst this approach is supported, as set out in our representations to Policies S3 and D2, our client retains an
objection to the "downgrading" of Bierton to a medium village which is clearly a sustainable location in close proximity
to Aylesbury and to other new development, i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook). Bierton should therefore be
reclassified to a "larger village" as originally assessed. If the Council are minded to maintain the classification of Bierton
as a medium village the characteristics and context of the settlement should be recognised with a more appropriate
level of growth than that currently proposed in the VALP.
Table 2 identifies the proposed settlement hierarchy and housing development based on the proposals
of Policy S2.
Paragraph 3.20 identifies that the settlement hierarchy including the ranking of settlements identified in
the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017, forms the basis of the proposed distribution
between settlements.
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment, September 2017 identifies that Bierton (which meets 6 criteria)
is more sustainable than Stewkley (5 criteria) and equally as sustainable as Cheddington, Great
Horwood, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville and Weston Turville, and yet each and every
one of these settlements are proposed to receive greater levels of growth.
Indeed, Table 2 indicates that 101 dwellings have already been permitted in the less sustainable
settlement of Stewkley which compares to the 23 permitted in Bierton. This provides a strong indication
that Bierton should receive (or at the very least be allowed to receive) a level of growth commensurate
with its sustainability, in excess of that which has already been proved to be sustainable at the less
sustainable settlement of Stewkley.
Similarly, in some of the equally sustainable settlements, namely Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon and
Newton Longville, the number of dwellings permitted is in excess of that at Bierton and yet additional
allocations are proposed in these settlements. Indeed, Maids Moreton is planned to receive 171
dwellings, Marsh Gibbon is planned to receive 47 and Newton Longville 48, as compared to the 23
dwellings at Bierton.
Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development spatial strategy for growth)
If your representation is more than 100 words, please provide a brief summary here:
Pegasus therefore, in accordance with the representations submitted for the 'Draft Plan for Summer
2016 Consultation', continue to object to the "downgrading" of Bierton, which is clearly a sustainable
location and with the development to the south (i.e. Land East of Aylesbury - Kingsbrook) has outline
planning permission for 2,450 homes, 10 hectares of employment land and further development such
as two primary schools and community facilities, thereby providing a range of facilities and services
which will be even closer those provided by Aylesbury only 1.8 miles away.
Paragraph 4.152 identifies that no allocations are made at either Bierton or Weston Turville owing to
their proximity to Aylesbury Garden Town. This does not take account of the impacts of the proposed
allocations at Aylesbury Garden Town which include a highways access in Bierton. Bierton will be
directly affected by the highways impacts associated with large scale residential development, but will
not receive the benefits associated with modest housing provision. This cannot be considered to be
sustainable in terms of the three dimensions of sustainability (providing adverse social, economic and
environmental impacts from the nearby development without any beneficial impacts associated with
these).
As a result of this, the proposed distribution in the VALP does not reflect the sustainability of
settlements. Additional provisions, either in the form of allocations and/or mechanisms to allow
development beyond the settlement envelope should be embedded in the VALP.
It is therefore necessary to provide for development in Bierton commensurate with its size and scale.
On behalf of our client, Pegasus has promoted through the SHLAA and previous representations to the
emerging Local Plan, several sites at Bierton - refs: BIE004, BIE005, HUL004. A location plan is
attached which shows these sites in relation to Bierton. These sites are not subject to any statutory
environmental or landscape designations and nor are they located in any Local Landscape Area or
Area of Attractive Landscape
Policy S3 seeks to resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside
between settlements. Whilst the objective of this Policy accords with the NPPF, the Policy is not
sufficiently precise. Any development beyond the current built form, including that on allocated sites
(either within the VALP or neighbourhood plans), or as exceptional development (see Policy D4 and
H2 for example) will to some extent compromise certain elements of the character of the countryside
between settlements. The blanket application of the Policy as worded would prevent any such
development and would thereby prevent the housing requirement (or any other development
requirements) being delivered.
Indeed, paragraph 109 of the NPPF requires that such protection is only afforded to valued landscapes.
As such, the Policy as worded, is not consistent with the NPPF, it is not justified and it will not be
effective as it could be used to undermine the required development.
Summary:

An objection remains in respect of the lack of any allocation to Bierton (which continues to be "downgraded" to a
Medium Settlement), which has been subsumed into the housing requirement of Aylesbury. Our objection to the
reclassification of Bierton from a Larger Village to a Medium Village still remain valid.
The principle of the approach in Policy D2 is to be welcomed as this provides sufficient flexibility to respond to housing
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shortfalls as they arise.
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

Whilst we do not object specifically to Policy D2, I would like to reiterate that we consider that proposed
development of my client's site at Wingrave represents an achievable, suitable and deliverable site to
support the necessary housing growth for Aylesbury Vale as detailed under our response to Policy S2 and
we request the request the allocation of the site for housing.
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy D2 is too restrictive. There is no definition of 'small scale' trying to establish a definition would be fruitless as one
would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted. The housing
requirement should be expressed as a minimum figure. It is likely to restrict development that constitutes sustainable
development.
It does not allow for a proper balancing exercise to be undertaken.
Specific comments made on criteria e, f and g.
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Criterion e) should read:
"be of a scale and in a location that does not significantly harm the character and appearance of the settlement".
Criterion f) should read:
"respect and retain natural boundaries and features such as trees, hedgerows, embankments and ditches wherever
possible"
Criterion g) should read:
"not have a significant adverse impact on environmental assets such as landscape, biodiversity, waterways, open
space and green infrastructure"
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Respondent: Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP [32240]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

this policy is unduly restrictive and onerous. The Policy seeks to restrict proposals for non-allocated residential
development within the built up areas of the strategic settlements, larger and medium villages to small-scale areas of
land via infill and development that consolidates existing settlement patterns. The Policy will only support additional (i.e.
large-scale) development on brownfield land (and land adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement) in
the circumstances where the Council's monitoring of delivery across the district shows that the allocated sites are not
being delivered at the anticipated rate and subject to a number of criteria.

Change to Plan

We consider that in order to meet the 'core planning principles' of the NPPF and boost significantly the supply of
housing, the Policy should be amended to support and encourage the redevelopment of all available and suitable
brownfield land (i.e. either small-scale or large-scale development) within the built-up areas of the strategic
settlements, larger and medium villages, subject to meeting the requirements of other policies in the Plan.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy H6.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E1.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D-AYL115.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D1.pdf
1996f_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2028 - 27869 - D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages - i, ii, iii, iv

2028

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

should provide some degree of flexibility and positive supply, to defend against any unavoidable delay to plan review.
As part of this, an automatic trigger for an uplift of the housing requirement, applicable from two years from plan
adoption should be considered, dependent on available land supply.
Both Policy S9 and Policy D2 should be amended as shown below, with the former being clearer as to the review
mechanism, and the latter enabling sustainable and well-located sites adjacent at Strategic Settlements to come
forward. This would be a criteria-based policy enabled should there be no sufficient 5-year housing land supply.

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

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Objection to policy D2 (Proposals for non-allocated sites) Changes sought: Modification of text to the effect of the
below: Development in strategic settlements, larger and medium villages that are is not allocated in this plan or in a
made neighbourhood plan will normally be restricted to small scale areas of land within the built-up areas of
settlements. Subject to other policies in the Plan, permission will be granted for development comprising: a. infilling of
small gaps in developed frontages in keeping with the scale and spacing of nearby dwellings and the character of the
surroundings, or b. development that consolidates existing settlement patterns without harming important settlement
characteristics, and does not comprise partial development of a larger site Further development beyond allocated sites
and small-scale development as set out in criteria a) or b) above will only be permitted at Strategic Settlements,
including adjacent to Milton Keynes, where the Council's monitoring of housing delivery across the district shows that
the allocated sites are not providing sufficient supply to meet objectively-assessed need and/or being delivered at the
anticipated rate. Proposals will need to be accompanied by evidence demonstrating how the site can be delivered in a
timely manner. The proposal must contribute to the sustainability of that settlement, be in accordance with all
applicable policies in the Plan, and fulfil all of the following criteria: [...]
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
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Respondent: Pitstone Parish Charity and the Hawkins family
[32284]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Derek Bromley) [29628]

Full Text:

THE VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013 TO 2033 - PROPOSED SUBMISSION NOVEMBER 2017
We act on behalf of landowners who have interests in the policy allocation PIT001.
The land is jointly owned by the Pitstone Parish Charity and the Hawkins family who both support the residential
allocation of this site.
The land was identified as a housing allocation in Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan January 2004 and is an existing
commitment both within the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan.
The landowners joined together to offer the site in the market and terms have been agreed, which are subject to and
conditional upon the grant of planning permission.
The applicants have fully engaged in public consultation and pre-application meetings with Council officers. Planning
applications have been submitted which complied with the Development Plan policies. Separate applications were
submitted for residential, a nursery and a pub. The nursery and pub planning applications have been granted, but the
delivery of the site is contingent upon residential permission.
The landowners and Nicholas King Homes, the prospective purchasers, support the VALP allocation and expect an
early delivery of 74 units.

Summary:

We act on behalf of landowners who have interests in the policy allocation PIT001.
The land is jointly owned by the Pitstone Parish Charity and the Hawkins family who both support the residential
allocation of this site.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Bromley, David 29628 (PPC&HF) 14.12.17 Ltr - 18062_Redacted.pdf
Bromley, David 29628 (PPC&HF) 24905-Aylesbury Vale DC2-Email-14.12.17_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

For the reasons set out in response to policies S2, S9 and D1 above, we object to
the Plan as drafted and identify a need for the VALP to identify additional housing
site allocations.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

We object to the omission of land controlled by our client as Aston Clinton and
Bierton which sites are deliverable in meeting the identified need for housing
within the first five years of the Plan.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
2071_Redacted.pdf
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D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Land South of Buckland Road, Aston Clinton.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

Contrary to the LPA's assertions in the HELAA, the advice from the consultant
disciplines who have appraised the merits of the site as a housing allocation in
some considerable detail have confirmed the acceptability of developing the site
for housing.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
2071_Redacted.pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Land North of Broughton Lane, Bierton

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

We do not consider that the Council's assessment is correct. As such, we have
reassessed the site in accordance with the Stage 1 and Stage 2 methodologies
used in preparation of the HELAA.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
2071_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criteria e and g of Policy D2, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the
clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: The Guinness Partnership [32249]

Agent:

Full Text:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Douglas Bond) [32404]

Please find attached the necessary paperwork on behalf of our Client The Guinness Partnership and the
representations regarding the consultation for the Submission Version VALP.
Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

Summary:

object to the Plan as drafted and identify a need for the VALP to identify additional housing site allocations.
4.3. We object to the omission of two sites controlled by our client:
I. Land south of Lavante Gate and east of A4146; and
II. Land south of Eaton Leys and A4146 and west of Galley Lane.
4.4. The first site is deliverable in meeting the identified need for housing within the first five years of the Plan while the
second forms part of a larger, longer term development within the plan period.

Change to Plan

5.11. The Policy should be amended to include reserve site allocations.
Policy D2 - Housing Allocations (Omission Sites)
I. Land south of Lavante Gate and east of A4146; and
II. Land south of Eaton Leys and A4146 and west of Galley Lane.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1083_redacted.pdf
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership PLAN DB2.pdf
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership PLAN DB1.pdf
Bond, Douglas 32404 The Guiness Partnership Guidance note and response form - Email.pdf
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paras 3.19-3.21 Policies S2 & S3 Tables 1 & 2 Pages 129 & 134
1. Very much welcome the shift in the method of allocating housing growth (additional to commitments) from one based
on blanket percentage increases settlement to accommodate growth.
2. Table 2 of the Plan shows that new housing allocations made in the Plan are now distributed as shown in the
attached Table A.
3. The different approached means that the policy distribution between larger villages and medium villages
disappeared. In fact only three new allocations, in total, are proposed in the 12 villages whilst 6 new allocations are
made in the 19 medium villages. The attached table shows that these allocations range in size from 10 to 118 in the
larger villages and from 9 to 170 in the medium village.
4. However, a purported policy difference between larger and medium villages remains within sub-paragraphs g) and h)
of Policy S2, Table 1, table 2 and the first sentence of Policy S3. In
5. The sections of tables 1 and 2 which distinguish between larger and medium villages should also be merged into a
single, larger villages section and references to Fleet Marston and Broughton should be deleted as they are discrete
"other settlements". In fact Broughton will be completely surrounded by the Aylesbury Garden Town development
located in part of Bierton parish. Paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20 and redundant as they provide a description of a process
which has effectively been superseded. The strategic settlements (including Salden and Halton Camp) cover a wide
range of new allocation growth levels that run from 7810 at Aylesbury to zero at Wendover, whilst outside the strategic
settlements these paragraphs deal with the distribution of merely 524 of the 12839 new housing allocations, all to be
built before 2023 (see paragraph 8 below).
6. The changes I suggest below will clarify and simplify the Plan, removing redundant references to a settlement
hierarchy approach which has little relevance tot eh polices to be pursued particularly with regard to the distribution
between larger and medium villages. The Plan, correctly in my view, does make significant policy distributions between
larger/medium villages (covered along with strategic settlements, in Policy D2) smaller villages (covered by Policy D3)
and other settlements (covered by Policy D4).
Continuation sheet for Representation/
8. It should be noted that all the committed and allocated housing sites in the villages are expected to be developed by
2023. Therefore in the last 10 years of the Plan (2023 - 2033), unless new allocations are brought forward in a review of
the Plan or in response to a shortfall in delivery revealed by monitoring, development in all villages (larger, medium and
smaller) will be limited to sites brought forward in new or reviewed Neighbourhood Plans, windfall sites or Policy H2
sites.
9. Using data from the Council's housing Land Supply Soundness document I have complied the attached the Table B
which gives the projected annual house building for Aylesbury Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover/Halton Camp,
Winslow, Edge of Milton Keynes, the larger villages, the medium villages and the smaller villages. It shows that building
is expected to peak in 2025/26 in Aylesbury, in 2022/23 in Buckingham and Haddenham, in 2024/25 in Winslow and in
2020/21 in the larger and medium villages. Building is projected to cease in Buckingham and Haddenham after
2025/26, in Winslow after 2029/30, in the larger villages after 2024/25 and in the medium villages after 2025/26. In fact
there is a discrepancy between the land Supply document and the local plan in respect of larger and medium villages.
The supply document shows building continues to 2024/25 in the larger and medium villages and to 2025/26 in the
medium villages. However, Polices D-SCD 008, D-MMO 006 and D-QUA 001 of the plan, which cover the sites
concerned, state that development of all these sites will be completed by 2023.
10. After 2025/26 building will be restricted to Aylesbury, Halton Camp (1 site), Winslow (1site) and Edge of Milton
Keynes (1 site). After 2029/30 it will be restricted to just Aylesbury and Halton Camp. I suggest that this is unrealistic
and does not provide any flexibility. I reality building will almost certainly continue in the District as a whole after 2033,
including to accommodate further unmet demand from the south Buckinghamshire districts; and after the dates at
which it is projected to cease at Buckingham
+, Haddenham, Winslow and, probably, some of the larger and medium villages. Achieving the high building rates
envisaged in the projection will be challenging but, if they are achieved, it would be perverse not to maintain them, at
least in the strategic settlements (other than Wendover) for a few years, depending on there being demand, rather than
assume an immediate fall0off after the peaks are reached.
11. The housing trajectory shows that house building is projected to exceed the target figure for the 10 years from
2019/20 to 2028/29, reaching a peak about 600 above the target in the 3 year period 2021/24. This mirrors the national
target announced in the 2017 Budget of housebuilding increasing by about 50% to 3000,000 per year by the early
2020'2
12. However, once the peak building rate is reached the intention, nationally, is presumably that it should be maintained
for at last a few years but the local plan assumes a steady decline in building post 2023/24, despite Aylesbury vale
being part of the Oxford/Milton Keynes/Cambridge growth corridor.
13. If it is assumed that an average annual building rate for the district for about 1960 is indeed achievable by 20212024 and that it should then be continued for at least 5 years (unit 2028/29) it will be necessary for site allocations
additional tot hose made in the Local Plan to start making contribution from 2024/25.
14. In other words additional sites will need to be found for at least 1810 dwellings. I suggest that these sites will need
to be agreed well before 2024. It may be possible to accelerate delivery of the projected post-2024 contribution from
some of the sites already allocated in the plan at Aylesbury, Winslow, edge of Milton Keynes and Halton Camp; but
these sites will then new to be replenished with new allocations to maintain housebuilding at an approximate level
beyond 2029.
15. The plan does not provide for this and so it is unsound as far as the later years of the house building trajectory is
concerned. I therefore suggest that the plan should be found to be sound on an interim basis (as regards, say, the first
five years after adoption) but that an immediate review should be required, as indeed envisages in paragraph 3.77 of
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the plan, to deal with the shortcomings I have identified, together with the proposals for Oxford/Cambridge growth axis
and the proposed national formula for establishing housing need.
Summary:

agree with methodology used, except the settlement hierarchy approach is now meaningless regarding policy
differentiation among larger and medium villages.
plan is also unsound with regards to housing provision. approval of plan should be subject to immediate review.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The above Policy is entirely sensible as a principle, but the WNP will need to
contribute to the development of practical criteria, so that the Policy is effective and
meets public concerns that in appropriate development
is not permitted.
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Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: John Mather [32353]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing in opposition to the allocation on Great Horwood Road, Winslow, in the VALP. The site is not in the
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan, but will come forward at the same tiem as sites which are, meaning there will be a rush
of development in the near future.
I was also concerned to learn that the council rejected plans to allocate a large site near to Milton Keynes in the VALP.
I do not believe that towns and villages should be burdened with housing when this is a reasonable alternative.

Summary:

I was also concerned to learn that the council rejected plans to allocate a large site near to Milton Keynes in the VALP.
I do not believe that towns and villages should be burdened with housing when this is a reasonable alternative.
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2491

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Gillian Mather [32355]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing to you to express my concern for the Great Horwood Road site in Winslow, which the Council plans to build
585 houses on in the local plan. This proposal goes against the idea of localism, as it is not in our adopted
neighbourhood plan, and also therefore against government planning policy.
In addition to this, I understand that there were plans to build 2000 houses near to Milton Keynes which were dropped
by the Council. I believe this site should be reconsidered and the views of our local community taken into account.
For the reasons above I hope you reject the allocations.

Summary:

In addition to this, I understand that there were plans to build 2000 houses near to Milton Keynes which were dropped
by the Council. I believe this site should be reconsidered and the views of our local community taken into account.
For the reasons above I hope you reject the allocations.
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2546

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Coda Planning (Mr Adam Murray) [28819]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

above please find attached a representation to the VALP proposed submission making comments on the general
approach to delivering the OAN with specific reference to the settlement of Ickford.

Summary:

the proposed retreat from the level of
residential development that the settlement can support is inappropriate. The
Framework sets out that for a Local Plan to be sound it must deliver sustainable
development commensurate with what can be sustainably accommodated,
and with the OAN. In this case that means allocating a greater level of
development within Ickford and in light of the above the Proposed Submission
version of the VALP represents a step backwards away from 'soundness'
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2647

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: O&H Properties Ltd. [32236]

Agent:

Full Text:

David Lock Associates (Heather Pugh) [29341]

O&H note that Policy D2 outlines the policy for developments that are neither allocated within the Plan or a made
Neighbourhood Plan.
It is noted that D2 states that permission will be granted on the following grounds:
(a) "Infilling of small gaps in developed frontages in keeping with the scale of nearby dwellings and the character of the
surroundings; or
(b) development that consolidates existing settlement patterns without harming important settlement characteristics,
and does not comprise partial development of a larger site".
It also outlines that further development beyond those complying with the above criteria will only be permitted where
development is located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the village, provides appropriate
infrastructure provision (such as highways) and is of a scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form of
the settlement.
Whilst O&H does not object to the principle of this policy and recognises that it has the potential to deliver additional
development beyond that allocated and could support the delivery of small to medium sized sites in sustainable
settlements, it is considered that the following improvements could be made to this policy to enhance its effectiveness
and more closely align with the Government's position as set out within the Housing White Paper:
* Add a new criteria c)... "development which can facilitate the delivery of necessary local infrastructure by providing
sustainable growth (when considered against all other planning policies and meeting the criteria for sustainable
development)."

Summary:

Whilst O&H does not object to the principle of this policy and recognises that it has the potential to deliver additional
development beyond that allocated and could support the delivery of small to medium sized sites in sustainable
settlements, the following improvements could be made to this policy to enhance its effectiveness and more closely
align with the Government's position set out within the Housing White Paper:
Add a new criteria c)... "development which can facilitate the delivery of necessary local infrastructure by providing
sustainable growth (when considered against all other planning policies and meeting the criteria for sustainable
development)."

Change to Plan
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2710

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

There are a number of ambiguities in the plan in respect of bringing forward new housing allocations if existing
allocations are not delivered at the expected rate.
Paragraph 3.78 states that the housing trajectory sets out when the delivery "can reasonably be expected". It is
therefore a projection and not a target.
Policies S9 and D2 deal with the situation arising when housing delivery falls short of the rate expected (i.e. the housing
trajectory). In effect they imply that the trajectory is a target. Is this the intention?
Policy D2 refers to delivery "across the district". This seems to suggest that new allocations will need to be made only if
there is a district wide shortfall of the rate at which new allocations are coming forward and not if there is no overall
shortfall but there is a shortfall in a particular settlement. The intention needs to be made clear.
Whilst monitoring is to be carried out "at least annually" (policy S9) over what period is it intended that a shortfall would
trigger the need to allocate new sites? I suggest that only a shortfall occurring over a sustained period (3 years?)
should require such action.
It is also unclear where any shortfall should be made up in the event that district-wide rates fall below the expected
level. Is it the intention that the shortfall should be met in the settlement(s) where it occurs, or is it the intention that it
can be met anywhere in the district?
As the allocations made in the plan are based on a 'capacity' approach, rather than local need, any shortfall
replacement should also be based on a capacity (i.e. the most sustainable sites) wherever this is located in the district;
and not necessarily in the settlement(s) where the shortfall occurs. In any event such new sites should meet criteria c)
to h) of policy D2.
Presumably in those larger and medium villages (and Wendover, other than Halton Camp) where no new allocations
are made in the plan (i.e. 9 of the 12 larger villages and 13 of the 19 medium villages) there is no capacity beyond
existing commitments. Similarly in those larger and medium villages where allocations have been made these
presumably represent the full capacity of the village, meaning that any additional allocations, if they can be found, must
replace existing, under performing allocations (and not be in addition to them).
How does this relate to the requirement to maintain a 5 year supply of developable sites? This requirement is based on
a housing target of 7862 dwellings over the 5-year period from 2018/19 to 2022/23 (see Table 3 of the Housing Land
Supply Soundness document). This is well below the housing trajectory projection of 8655 for this period.

Summary:

Policies S9 and D2 contain ambiguities in respect of the action to be taken in the event that housing delivery falls short
of what is required and, indeed, in respect of what those requirements are.

Change to Plan

To avoid future arguments over interpretation, policies S9 (sub-paragraph a)) and D2 need to be amended to remove
the ambiguities that I have highlighted and to make it clear that :
1. The need to allocate new sites will be triggered only after a shortfall has persisted for at least 3 years,
2. The shortfall relates to the district-wide 5-year housing land supply requirement (not the housing trajectory) and
3. The selection of new sites should continue to be on a 'capacity' basis and relate to the district as a whole. Moreover,
they could perhaps be dealt with in an early review of the plan as significant problems of interpretation are unlikely to
require resolution in the next 2-3 years whilst a 5-year supply of developable land is likely to be easily maintained over
this period.
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2717

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: O&H Properties Ltd. [32236]

Agent:

Full Text:

David Lock Associates (Heather Pugh) [29341]

O&H note that Policy D2 outlines the policy for developments that are neither allocated within the Plan or a made
Neighbourhood Plan.
It is noted that D2 states that permission will be granted on the following grounds:
(a) "Infilling of small gaps in developed frontages in keeping with the scale of nearby dwellings and the character of the
surroundings; or
(b) development that consolidates existing settlement patterns without harming important settlement characteristics,
and does not comprise partial development of a larger site".
It also outlines that further development beyond those complying with the above criteria will only be permitted where
development is located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the village, provides appropriate
infrastructure provision (such as highways) and is of a scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form of
the settlement.
Whilst O&H does not object to the principle of this policy and recognises that it has the potential to deliver additional
development beyond that allocated and could support the delivery of small to medium sized sites in sustainable
settlements, it is considered that the following improvements could be made to this policy to enhance its effectiveness
and more closely align with the Government's position as set out within the Housing White Paper:
* Add a new criteria c)... "development which can facilitate the delivery of necessary local infrastructure by providing
sustainable growth (when considered against all other planning policies and meeting the criteria for sustainable
development)."

Summary:

O&H object to the change to Policy D2; its addition renders the policy unsound, ineffective and contrary to national
policy.
* The addition to part c undermines housing delivery should allocations not come forward as intended, jeopardising the
strategic objectives and the ability to meet increasing need;
*The amendment enables Neighbourhood Plans to determine settlement boundaries without taking account of local
plan housing targets;
* Clarification is required on the compatibility with national policy and existing or emerging local plan policy;
* The amendment should be reviewed prior to and during the Examination, and after the updated NPPF's publication.
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2722

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

Whilst we agree with the principle of development within villages as set out in Policy D2, we consider a greater level of
flexibility within the wording should be considered. It is well recognised that rural settlements inherently have more
constrained footprints and natural and physical constraints than brownfield sites, consequently this wording precludes
many sites with appropriate attributes to meet both the district and Newton Longville's housing needs. We urge the
Council to reassess the wording of Policy D2 to plan more positively within the village context, and to do this now, to
ensure the plan is effective.

Change to Plan

We urge the Council to reassess the wording of Policy D2 to plan more positively within the village context, and to do
this now, to ensure the plan is effective.
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2727

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D2 Proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic
settlements, larger villages and medium villages

Respondent: Shanly Homes Limited (Mr David Howells) [32161]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations made in respect to the Local Plan submission in accordance with Regulation 19.
In respect to land at:
Land Off William Hill Drive Bierton
Land To The Rear Of Morton King Close Crendon Road Shabbington
Land Rear Of 197 - 207 Aylesbury Road, Wendover, HP22 6AA

Summary:

Shanly Homes has reservations about whether the level of housing supply is sufficient to meet Government targets and
about how these needs are going to be met.
Policy D2 as a whole seems to put substantial pressure on the allocation sites coming forward over a particular time
period.
By considering alternative options now, the Council could exceed their housing supply figures and not be solely reliant
on the allocated sites. Therefore, it is the opinion of Shanly Homes that the wording of Policy D2 should not restrict nonallocated sites coming forward only when allocated sites can't be delivered.
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1762

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.123

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

In seeking to implement the spatial strategy described, the Pre Submission Local Plan
proposes to allocate a number of very large strategic allocations. It is recognised that
there are benefits arising from the allocation of large sites, particularly the
comprehensiveness of the amenities, facilities and infrastructure which can be provided.
As such, ASL do not question in general terms the appropriateness of this approach,
however do raise a number of concerns pertaining to the actual delivery of these sites
over the Plan Period.
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1920

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.123

Respondent: Gallagher Estates Ltd [32326]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Michael Knott) [29503]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Gallagher Estates Ltd., please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Proposed Submission.

Summary:

2.20 Section 4 of the VALP sets out clearly
defined sub-section dealing which
individual settlements within the District
including larger villages. The exception to
this approach is land adjacent to Milton
Keynes which, as addressed above, is
identified in Policy S2 and Table 1 as a
strategic settlement in its own right and is
therefore a significant omission from this
section of the VALP.

Change to Plan

2.21 We consider this omission to be a
fundamental flaw in the VALP to properly
plan for sustainable growth including the
allocation of Eaton Leys. We address this
in detail together with the deficiencies in
AVDC's assessment of Eaton Leys in the
presentation of the vision for the site,
below.
2.22 The case in support of additional
allocations is reinforced by the need
for a significant uplift in the housing
requirement as explained in our response
to Policy S2 above.
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305

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.124

Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Whilst support is given to the identification of Winslow as a sustainable location for additional development, it is
considered that the Plan does not allocate sufficient housing development in this settlement. In particular, objection is
raised to the fact that land east of the B4033 at Winslow allocated for 585 homes that is outside the settlement
boundary for Winslow, has been allocated ahead of the consideration of suitable and sustainable sites within the
settlement boundary such as Land at Buckingham Road. Full comments in respect of this site are provided in relation
to comments made to para 4.139 of this plan

Summary:

Whilst support is given to the identification of Winslow as a sustainable location for additional development, it is
considered that the Plan does not allocate sufficient housing development in this settlement. In particular, objection is
raised to the fact that land east of the B4033 at Winslow allocated for 585 homes that is outside the settlement
boundary for Winslow, has been allocated ahead of the consideration of suitable and sustainable sites within the
settlement boundary such as Land at Buckingham Road.

Change to Plan

Land at Buckingham Road Winslow should be allocated for residential development
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1160

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.124

Respondent: R Wilkins [32349]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing to express my opposition to the VALP allocation of both the addition sites in Buckingham which were not in
our Neighbourhood Plan.
Under the national planning policy rules, I understand that the Council is supposed to respect Neighbourhood Plans, as
they have been agreed locally by residents. As it has not done so, I would question whether the VALP has ben propelry
prepared.
In addition, I note that the site close to Milton Keynes known as Shenley Park was recently taken out of the VALP.
Given that this could deliver 2000 homes without placing undue pressure on Buckingham, I do not see how Aylesbury
Vale can justify the decision to remove it whilst leaving it whilst leaving us with two unwanted developments.

Summary:

I am writing to express my opposition to the VALP allocation of both the addition sites in Buckingham which were not in
our Neighbourhood Plan.
Under the national planning policy rules, I understand that the Council is supposed to respect Neighbourhood Plans, as
they have been agreed locally by residents. As it has not done so, I would question whether the VALP has ben propelry
prepared.
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1161

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.124

Respondent: Teresa Elsdon [32350]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing to oppose to the inclusion of 585 homes in the Local Plan for the site at Great Horwood Road, Winslow.
The decision of Aylesbury Vale District Council to include the site in the Local plan was against national policy. This site
was not included in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan, which was made democratically with the hard work of local
people. Allocating it therefor goes against the spirt of localism which I believe the Council is supposed to uphold.
I would also like to see more evidence as to why the "Shenley Park" site was removed from the Plan when this could
have removed the need for this allocation entirely.

Summary:

opposed to the inclusion of 585 homes in the Local Plan for the site at Great Horwood Road, Winslow.
Allocating it therefor goes against the spirt of localism which I believe the Council is supposed to uphold.
I would also like to see more evidence as to why the "Shenley Park" site was removed from the Plan when this could
have removed the need for this allocation entirely.

Change to Plan
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1163

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.124

Respondent: Samuel White [32352]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing in opposition to the Local Plan as part of the Regulation 19 consultation as I do not believe it is positively
prepared in relation to site WIN001. This is because the allocation of the site goes against the wishes of local people
as expressed in our 201 4 Neighbourhood Plan.
I would also like further explanation as to how the Council justified its decision to remove the large site near Milton
Keynes from its plan, when this allocation could have made our one unnecessary.

Summary:

opposition to the Local Plan as part of the Regulation 19 consultation as I do not believe it is positively prepared in
relation to site WIN001. This is because the allocation of the site goes against the wishes of local people as expressed
in our 201 4 Neighbourhood Plan.
I would also like further explanation as to how the Council justified its decision to remove the large site near Milton
Keynes from its plan, when this allocation could have made our one unnecessary.
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165

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.125

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I support the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp but not the idea of this as just a starter. The roads/
parking etc will not cope with more! It was hoped ta the sporting facilities on site would be retained as an excellent
faclity for the local area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete
waste of the high quality astroturf and centre.

Summary:

I support the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp but not the idea of this as just a starter. The roads/
parking etc will not cope with more! It was hoped ta the sporting facilities on site would be retained as an excellent
faclity for the local area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete
waste of the high quality astroturf and centre.

Change to Plan
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267

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.125

Respondent: Laxton Properties (Mr Ed Whetham) [31934]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

We support the proposal for the allocation of housing to the strategic settlements, however, we contend that it is
important that additional housing is allocated to Wendover as at present the town, despite its strong sustainability
credentials, is allocated no housing other that the redevelopment of RAF Halton, which does not relate well to the
services provided in the heart of the town.
In particular we wish to put forwards Bank Farm for potential development through a combination of site allocation and
minor amendment to the Green Belt boundary.
Bank Farm is situated in the heart of Wendover. The farm comprises a range of buildings arranged around two yards.
Immediately to the south of those yards is an area of paddock land which has development on three sides, comprising
the farm buildings to the north and residential development to the east and west. The paddock and a small number of
the farm buildings are located in the Green Belt, but outside of the AONB, the boundary of which is the southern
perimeter of the paddock.
We propose that the Green Belt boundary be amended such that the paddock and the farm buildings are taken out
from the Green Belt with the new boundary of the Green Belt being the existing southern boundary of the paddock,
corresponding with the boundary of the AONB. This minor amendment will form a more natural and more defensible
boundary to the Green Belt, removing the anomaly evident from the protrusion towards the farm buildings. Amendment
of the Green Belt boundary would allow the land to be allocated for development in a sustainable location in the heart of
Wendover, with existing development on three sides. Development would still have to be sensitive to the context of
adjacent listed buildings and conservation area and a well designed scheme would help to enhance the appearance of
this area.
The area proposed to be removed from the Green Belt through the minor amendment to the Green Belt boundary is
shown in red on the attached plan.

Summary:

We support the allocation of housing to the strategic settlements but believe that additional housing should be allocated
to Wendover.
In particular we propose that a minor amendment be made to the Green Belt boundary at Bank Farm which would allow
existing farm buildings and paddock land which are enclosed on three sides by existing buildings to be allocated for
housing development.

Change to Plan
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4.125

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whilst 1,000 houses might be a conservative estimate, the impact on the surrounding road network and may well limit
development at this site to less than 1,000. Jacobs Phase 3 transport modelling already shows a severe increase at
traffic on the Aylesbury Road junction at the Clock Tower and that modelling does not include any development at RAF
Halton.

Summary:

Whilst 1,000 houses might be a conservative estimate, the impact on the surrounding road network and may well limit
development at this site to less than 1,000. Jacobs Phase 3 transport modelling already shows a severe increase at
traffic on the Aylesbury Road junction at the Clock Tower and that modelling does not include any development at RAF
Halton.

Change to Plan

Development needs to be restricted to what can adequately be accommodated on the road network.
Development needs to be kept to within existing development and not include the whole curtilage of the site,
particularly at Chestnut Avenue.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv
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Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whilst 1,000 houses might be a conservative estimate, the impact on the surrounding road network may well limit
development at this site to less than 1,000. Jacobs Phase 3 transport modelling already shows a severe increase at
traffic on the Aylesbury Road junction at the Clock Tower and that modelling does not include any development at RAF
Halton.

Summary:

Whilst 1,000 houses might be a conservative estimate, the impact on the surrounding road network may well limit
development at this site to less than 1,000. Jacobs Phase 3 transport modelling already shows a severe increase at
traffic on the Aylesbury Road junction at the Clock Tower and that modelling does not include any development at RAF
Halton.

Change to Plan

Carry a realistic assessment of any development at RAF Halton and its impact on the traffic.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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Respondent: mrs claire waters [31994]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish - is a hamlet - and it is not part of Wendover Parish which is a town, it is a separate entity.
In the proposed draft of the local plan, the 800 houses intended to be built in Wendover have been replaced with 1000
homes at the RAF Halton camp. This number of new dwelling would more than triple the current size of Halton Parish,
and in doing so completely change the nature of the village.

Summary:

Halton Parish - is a hamlet - and it is not part of Wendover Parish which is a town, it is a separate entity.
In the proposed draft of the local plan, the 800 houses intended to be built in Wendover have been replaced with 1000
homes at the RAF Halton camp. This number of new dwelling would more than triple the current size of Halton Parish,
and in doing so completely change the nature of the village.
(Officer note: element changed from 4.124 to 4.125)

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Correctly identify Halton Village and ensure that its character is not destroyed.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
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Respondent: mrs claire waters [31994]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This cannot be supported as there is a total lack of detail. There is absolutely no mention of the infrastructure that
would be required to support over 1000 dwellings ( or more is even suggested) - roads, schools, GP surgeries. It
should also be noted that the Wendover Railway station mentioned in the plan is not easily accessed form the camp.
The RAF Halton Camp is affected by various conveyances, easements and rights of access on the title which may lead
to difficulties in delivering this plan.
RAF Halton has poor road access, and the Councils own assessment admits is subject to 'rat running' to avoid
Wendover.

Summary:

No infrastructure details included.
Poor connectivity - roads etc.
Legal issues on the RAF Halton title

Change to Plan

Proper details of development intended for the RAF Halton Camp, with due consideration to the effect on the existing
infrastructure and village.
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Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The addition of this proposed housing will impact on the local infrastructure and should not for part of this plan until it
has been research thoroughly.

Summary:

The addition of this proposed housing will impact on the local infrastructure and should not for part of this plan until it
has been research thoroughly.

Change to Plan

Carry out thorough modelling of all local resources.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv
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Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mr Andy May [30108]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I would like to object in the strongest possible terms to the AVLP which I believe will be a disaster for the Aylesbury
area.
My specific objections are:
D-AGT4 : The impact of additional traffic. Anyone who has attempted to drive into Aylesbury on either the A41 or the
A413 between 3pm - 6pm on any weekday will have experienced the traffic gridlock. All the traffic heads into the
Gyratory system in the centre of Aylesbury which simply cannot cope with the volume of traffic. The plan refers to the
new 'Orbital road' which will resolve the traffic issue however this is purely an 'aspirational aim', I see nothing concrete
in AVLP which guarantees the building of this road as part of the plan. As I understand it the next plan is due in 2034 One can only imagine the traffic chaos we will be dealing with by then. Surely the traffic plan must be 'nailed down'
before planning permission is granted for so many new homes to be built.
4.125: RAF Halton: The closure of RAF Halton and the aim developing thousands of new houses on the existing site
should be factored into the AVLP. This will have an impact on traffic plans and housing quotas so should be a key part
of the plans going forwards.
D-AGTI: Coalescence: The plan refers to 'Preserving the character' of the existing villages. As a resident of Weston
Turville I'm interested in preserving the rural village lifestyle we enjoy in our village. We have a strong village
community based around the identity we have as Weston Turville. The AVLP will destroy this village by joining it to bed
grove, Stoke Mandeville and Hamden Hall if the Hamden Fields housing development goes ahead. The plan should
deliver on the aim of 'preserving the character' of local villages rather than destroying village communities and creating
traffic gridlock in the process.
I hope that AVDC reads the strongly held views of its tax paying residents and decides the AVLP contains too many
unresolved issues. A total rethink is required.

Summary:

RAF Halton: The closure of RAF Halton and the aim developing thousands of new houses on the existing site should
be factored into the AVLP. This will have an impact on traffic plans and housing quotas so should be a key part of the
plans going forwards.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.125
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
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Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]
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Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 4.125
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
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Respondent: Mr Keith Waterman [30731]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
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Respondent: Mr Steven Hyams [29063]
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
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My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
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INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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4.125

The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid traffic
model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to proceed
further.
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3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1985 - 28948 - 4.125 - None

1985

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.125

Respondent: Robin Garside [28948]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Greetings,
I wish to make one comment covering two aspects of the proposed Local Plan.
My comment concerns clauses 3.2.2 and 4.125
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
I would say that the intention to "seek to preserve" is not a reasonable target. It does not show any real intent at all. The
Hampden Fields and other development already under discussion will serve to remove the 'wedge' between, for
example, Aylesbury and Weston Turville.
There should be open countryside between villages and the town of Aylesbury (settlements) and this principle should
be given the highest priority to preserve the character and desirability of The Vale.
This comment also applies to potential development at Halton and thus the identity of Halton and Weston Turville.
Please beef up the statement in clause 3.2.2 and then stick to it!
Thank you for your consideration.

Summary:

"seek to preserve" is not a reasonable target. It does not show any real intent at all. The Hampden Fields and other
development already under discussion will serve to remove the 'wedge' between, for example, Aylesbury and Weston
Turville.
There should be open countryside between villages and town of Aylesbury (settlements) and this principle should be
given the highest priority to preserve the character and desirability of The Vale.
This comment also applies to potential development at Halton and thus the identity of Halton and Weston Turville.
Please beef up the statement in clause 3.2.2 and then stick to it!
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Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
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Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We have commented on this above.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Roger & Reidunn Green [28951]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

3.3 The resulting increase in number of cars will aggravate yet further the already badly overloaded traffic system
3.15 Given uncertainty of future developments (eg E/W rail) this proposal should be redesigned and consideration
given to planning a completely new town, and not try to solve problems with a short term 'fudge'.
3.22 "Seeking to preserve" does not ensure that coalescence of villages will not occur. Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will be subsumed into Aylesbury.
4.14 Long awaited development of Aylesbury town centre cannot be achieved without free flow of traffic, both in and out
of the town.
4.16 ATS modeling criticized by BCC as poorly planned. Without sound data an effective solution is impossible.
4.125 Already there are further planned proposals for increased building (eg RAF Halton 1000 houses) which must be
considered if future traffic is to be accommodated. The proposed plan is poorly prepared and ineffective.

Summary:

Already there are further planned proposals for increased building (eg RAF Halton 1000 houses) which must be
considered if future traffic is to be accommodated. The proposed plan is poorly prepared and ineffective.
The proposed plan does not adequately address the inevitable increase in volume of traffic not prevent coalescence of
communities. It is poorly prepared and completely ineffective.
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Respondent: Mrs Kim Hadden [32327]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing to object to the prosed development of sites BUC046 and BUC043 in the Local Plan. This flies in the face
of our adopted neighbourhood plan and goes completely against what residents want.
Considering that there is a site with capacity for 2000 homes a short drive away close to Milton Keynes, I believe
Aylesbury Vale's decision to leave us with so much development in Buckingham is completely unjustified.
Please think again before overloading our town with homes.

Summary:

The level of development going to Buckingham is unjustified and the allocation of sites BUC043 and BUC046 is
contrary to the made Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan.
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

The only GP service that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000
patients and occupies 3 premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to
relocate and consolidate its existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at
Lace Hill. The CCG is in the early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial
contribution from developers should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
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Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

As such, it is considered that the proposed allocations at Buckingham are not 'justified' as required by
paragraph 182 of the NPPF as AVDC have not suitably considered the reasonable alternatives. This
assessment should include a review of the Site as an extension to Buckingham, rather than Maids
Moreton. Furthermore, it is unclear as to how the strategy could be regarded as 'effective' given that
an application for up to 130 dwellings at Site BUC043 has been dismissed by the Secretary of State.
Moreover, insufficient supporting evidence has been provided to demonstrate that Site BUC051 is
deliverable
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Respondent: Wheeldon Estates [32200]

Agent:

Savills (Mr Geraint Jones) [32406]

Full Text:

see attachments

Summary:

The representations set out our support for the recognition of Buckingham as a 'strategic settlement' (Policy S3), the
Council's approach to re-use of previously developed land (Policy S7), and confirm the flexibility in terms of appropriate
uses within town centres (Policy D6). In addition, the representations confirm our broad support for allocation BUC040
in Buckingham, but with the caveat that greater clarity is required regarding the distribution of uses.
Section 4: Proposed allocation BUC040 - Market Hill and West Street frontage and land to rear;
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Jones, Geraint 32406 Wheeldon Estates Guidance note and response form - Email 13.12.17.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

The VALP proposes to formally allocate two additional sites at Buckingham, over and above the made Buckingham
Neighbourhood Plan. to allow development on this site, contrary to the recently made Neighbourhood Plan, would
undermine public confidence in the Neighbourhood Planning process to such a significant extent that, in this instance,
outweighs all other considerations. As a consequence, this policy should be omitted from this plan with the site being
considered as part of a future review of the NDP.
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Objection to D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham And D-BUC046 Land off
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Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) Changes sought: delete policies and consider allocation as part
of a review of the NDP.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to the Buckingham Conservation Area in paragraph 126 as part of the positive strategy for
the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by
paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Respondent: Bloor Homes (Emily Hale) [29645]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission Consultation.
Bloor Homes Ltd. have an option to develop land off Bourton Road, Buckingham at
the earliest opportunity. The site has been previously submitted to the Council as
developable and deliverable, and was included in the 2013 SHLAA as site reference
(SHL/BUC/017). We also submitted representations to the VALP's previous
consultation exercise in September 2016.
Site Description
The site comprises open countryside to the east of Buckingham, as shown at
Appendix 1. It is located approximately 1.5km from the town centre, between the
A421 to the south, the A413 (Buckingham ring road) to the west and the Bourton
Road to the north and east. The site lies opposite Manor Farm and the Bourton
Industrial Estate. 1980s residential development is on the opposite side of the A413
to the west.
Planning Context
There is no relevant planning history concerning the site.
It is evident, however, that although Buckingham is a highly sustainable location for
growth, the Council is putting up resistance in delivering new dwellings to meet with
housing need at Buckingham, particularly when the district is required to meet
additional need from neighbouring authorities, see below.
BLOOR HOMES SOUTH MIDLANDS is a division of BLOOR HOMES LIMITED PRIMUS HOUSE, CYGNET DRIVE,
SWAN VALLEY, NORTHAMPTON NN4 9BS
TELEPHONE 01604 684400 FACSIMILE 01604 684401 EMAIL smids@bloorhomes.com
REGISTERD No. 2162561 ENGLAND. REGISTERED OFFICE: ASHBY ROAD, MEASHAM, SWADLINCOTE,
DERBYSHIRE DE12 7JP. VAT REG No. 125 4938 61
Bloorhomes.com
Housing Supply and Need
The total amount of dwellings to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale between 2013
and 2033 is 27,400, which includes 2,250 unmet need from Wycombe District, and
5,750 unmet need from Chiltern and South Bucks. This sees an overall reduction in
need of 5,600 since the plan was previously consulted on in 2016.
The Plan focuses the majority of growth in Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, and adjacent to Milton Keynes. Under policy S2, Spatial
Strategy for Growth, it is set out that the town of Buckingham will accommodate
2,359 new dwellings, to "enhance the town centre and its function as a market town,
and will support economic growth in the north of the district". This figure is made up
of 1,509 completions / commitments, and 850 allocated.
The draft Plan uses past housing delivery rates against AVDLP until 2011 and 2012
based DCLG Household Projections 2011/12 and 2012/13 and the December 2016
Buckinghamshire HEDNA's FOAN from 2013. This identifies 5.3 years of housing
land supply, with a 5% buffer applied. This is a marked shift from the previous 2016
consultation of the draft Plan, which was presenting 4.9 years of land supply and a
20% buffer. Paragraph 1.9 of the supporting document VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness Document sets out that:
"....while there has been a problem with under delivery in the past, delivery
rates have improved significantly in recent years, with the cumulative total of
completions being above the requirement since 2011".
The draft Plan acknowledges, at paragraph 3.80, that there needs to be an annual
rate of delivery higher than 1,370 dwellings to ensure a 5 year housing land supply,
achieved by the delivery of 2 existing commitments at Aylesbury along with medium
and smaller sites delivering in the shorter term. It explains that in the later parts of
the plan period, large allocations will provide housing delivery. The Council accept
that this is an ambitious strategy, seeing a significant increase on past delivery rates.
DCLG standard methodology indicates a target to be achieved of 1,499 dwellings per
annum for Aylesbury Vale, in order to meet its own growth.
We question what provisions the Council is making to, firstly, ensure delivery of
already committed sites, but secondly, ensure that delivery rates are 'significantly
increased', particularly given the number of applications which have failed to be
determined by the Council or have been refused.
We challenge that the Plan should ensure that allocated sites are deliverable within
the expected time period, and that enough sites should be allocated to deliver
housing provision to ensure need is more than met.
Policies
The Policies Map for Buckingham shows land at Bourton Road to be included under
the Local Landscape Area (LLA), shown as green hatching. This designation covers
the majority of land located to the east of Buckingham, on the eastern side of the
BLOOR HOMES SOUTH MIDLANDS is a division of BLOOR HOMES LIMITED PRIMUS HOUSE, CYGNET DRIVE,
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SWAN VALLEY, NORTHAMPTON NN4 9BS
TELEPHONE 01604 684400 FACSIMILE 01604 684401 EMAIL smids@bloorhomes.com
REGISTERD No. 2162561 ENGLAND. REGISTERED OFFICE: ASHBY ROAD, MEASHAM, SWADLINCOTE,
DERBYSHIRE DE12 7JP. VAT REG No. 125 4938 61
Bloorhomes.com
A413 Bourton Road. The Plan sets out under paragraph 9.28 that this designation is
not "seeking to resist development in principle, unless regard has not been given to
distinctive features and key characteristics of the AALs and LLAs". Policy NE5
Landscape character and locally important landscape provides the framework for
this.
Paragraph 9.30 goes on to detail the definitions contained within the evidence base
document 'defining the special qualities of local landscape designations in Aylesbury
Vale District'. The document sets out that "Most of the areas of attractive landscape
(AALs) have stronger special qualities and are relatively higher in landscape value in
comparison to the local landscape areas (LLAs), which are generally smaller scale
locally valued features. The LLAs generally do not contain so many nationally
significant natural or cultural designations, and they are typically less memorable or
distinctive than the AALs."
The Council set out at paragraph 9.32 of the Plan that they intend to review the
evidence base "early in the VALP plan period" as the LUC study of 2015 did not
include primary on-site fieldwork. The LUC Landscape Designations Plan shows 2
LLAs at Buckingham, to the east (covering land at Bourton Road) labelled as no. 8:
Great Ouse Valley (East), and to the west of Buckingham labelled as no. 7: Great
Ouse Valley (West).
We question the validity of the evidence base and the designation of LLAs nos. 7 &
8, particularly considering that only LLA 8 at east of Buckingham has been carried
forward to the Proposals Map. Land to the west of Buckingham instead includes
housing and employment allocation sites.
Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan
The BNDP allocates 1,017 dwellings to Buckingham1 (circa 50 dwellings per annum),
of which 617 are within the Buckingham Settlement Boundary. These figures were
based on DCLG 2012-based household projections, and are considered out of date.
Land at Bourton Road, Buckingham was assessed in the Site Assessment Site
Submission Version of the Plan, and was referred to as Site 8. The Town Council
concluded that the site could be appropriate for development and was allocated as a
reserve employment site (Site C) in the submission version of the BNDP. However
this was later removed as the allocation employment land was in excess of that
required. This assessment does not support the Council's suggested designation as
an LLA.
Summary
Land at Bourton Road, Buckingham is well located given its proximity to residential
development to the west, and its physical containment.
It is likely that sustainable settlements such as Buckingham will need to
accommodate increased growth to enable delivery against an under provision of
1 617 general market (excluding existing commitments), and 400 student units.
BLOOR HOMES SOUTH MIDLANDS is a division of BLOOR HOMES LIMITED PRIMUS HOUSE, CYGNET DRIVE,
SWAN VALLEY, NORTHAMPTON NN4 9BS
TELEPHONE 01604 684400 FACSIMILE 01604 684401 EMAIL smids@bloorhomes.com
REGISTERD No. 2162561 ENGLAND. REGISTERED OFFICE: ASHBY ROAD, MEASHAM, SWADLINCOTE,
DERBYSHIRE DE12 7JP. VAT REG No. 125 4938 61
Bloorhomes.com
housing need, and to compensate for the likely scenario (recognised by the Council)
that an over-reliance on larger strategic sites could slow delivery, and additional sites
will be sought in the shorter term.
Conclusions
We consider the Plan to be unsound on the basis that it is not positively prepared, i.e.
it is not based on a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively assessed housing
development requirements of the District. We contend that policies within the Plan
are based on a housing target which substantially underestimates household growth,
over the plan period.
Bloor Homes Ltd. would be pleased to discuss the themes and any preliminary
details with the Council during the on-going work in response to these submissions,
to ensure that sufficient appropriate sites are allocated as deliverable to maintain the
supply of housing at sustainable locations.
We would be grateful if the above comments could be considered towards the
consultation of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Submission Plan, and that land at
Bourton Road, Buckingham is considered for allocation in the plan as a sustainable
location for housing development.
Finally, I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt.
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Land at Bourton Road, Buckingham was assessed in the Site Assessment Site
Submission Version of the Plan, and was referred to as Site 8. The Town Council
concluded that the site could be appropriate for development and was allocated as a
reserve employment site (Site C) in the submission version of the BNDP. However
this was later removed as the allocation employment land was in excess of that
required. This assessment does not support the Council's suggested designation as
an LLA.
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Full Text:

It is imperative that all future development sites take account of BNDP policies and that detailed design and community
infrastructure is agreed in conjunction with the Town Council before applications are approved. This policy should be
applied to all Made Neighbourhood Plans.

Summary:

It is imperative that all future development sites take account of BNDP policies and that detailed design and community
infrastructure is agreed in conjunction with the Town Council before applications are approved. This policy should be
applied to all Made Neighbourhood Plans.
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Respondent: Mr. C Morris and Mr. P Cowley [32268]

Agent:

CC Town Planning (Mr Ross Middleton) [29872]

Full Text:

please find representations on behalf of our clients Mr. C Morris and Mr. P Cowley attached.

Summary:

The reference to my client's site at Land South of Wipac is welcomed (site BUC020 in HELAA or site Q in the made
neighbourhood plan) but there needs to be a greater level of detailed discussion about the site and its strategic
importance. There should be a reference in para 4.127 to site 'Q' in the made neighbourhood plan and its Policy EE1.

Change to Plan

There should be a reference in para 4.127 to site 'Q' in the made neighbourhood plan and its Policy EE1. Also cross
reference to the Policies Map showing the site.
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I am writing with regard to the current consultation on the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
As a resident pf Buckingham, I would like to express my opposition to the VALP in its current form as it attempts to
over-ride our Neighbourhood Plan by allocating two additional sites in the town which have not been agreed by
residents. A great deal of time, effort and money went into the creation of our Neighbourhood Plan, which under
national planning policy is supposed to be respected by local authorities when making decisions on development.
The two additional developments will create a surge of development in Buckingham when existing planning permission
and allocation are taken into account. Aside from being unfair on residents, I do not believe there is a proper
infrastructure plan in place to accommodate such growth.
I believe local residents would be better served if the Council were to respect our adopted Neighbourhood Plan and
consider re-allocating the site close to Milton Keynes for 2000 homes, instead of burdening us with all this development.

Summary:

opposition to the VALP in its current form as it attempts to over-ride our Neighbourhood Plan by allocating two
additional sites in the town which have not been agreed by residents.
The two additional developments will create a surge of development in Buckingham when existing planning permission
and allocation are taken into account. Aside from being unfair on residents, I do not believe there is a proper
infrastructure plan in place to accommodate such growth.
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Full Text:

I understand that the Council is consulting on the VALP before it is submitted, and would like to register an objection to
allocations BUC043 and BUC046 in Buckingham.
As we already have a Neighbourhood Plan in place, Buckingham has planned its development in agreement with
residents and was set to build 600 houses over the next 5-7 years. These additional sites will tip the balance towards
overdevelopments, and I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure will not be in place in time.
I am also alarmed to hear that the Council decided to remove a large site near Milton Keynes from the VALP, while
keeping our two allocations in. Most local people commute in that direction anyway, so I believe it would make far more
sense to have that development instead of these unwanted ones.

Summary:

I understand that the Council is consulting on the VALP before it is submitted, and would like to register an objection to
allocations BUC043 and BUC046 in Buckingham.
As we already have a Neighbourhood Plan in place, Buckingham has planned its development in agreement with
residents and was set to build 600 houses over the next 5-7 years. These additional sites will tip the balance towards
overdevelopments, and I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure will not be in place in time.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1267_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 203 - 28407 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - i, iii, iv

203

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
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Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The VALP has allocated 170 houses to Maids Moreton and then this proposed 130 houses in Buckingham which is
also very close to Maids Moreton. It does not take into account the cumulative impact of the traffic on the local
infrastructure. The nearest route for this traffic to the main A422 and A421 will be through Main Street in Maids Moreton
exacerbating an already existing rat-run situation. This road is narrow, has lots of parked cars and no footpath in
sections. It is already congested at times and faces another c.500 cars in close proximity.

Summary:

The VALP has allocated 170 houses to Maids Moreton and then this proposed 130 houses in Buckingham which is
also very close to Maids Moreton. It does not take into account the cumulative impact of the traffic on the local
infrastructure. The nearest route for this traffic to the main A422 and A421 will be through Main Street in Maids Moreton
exacerbating an already existing rat-run situation. This road is narrow, has lots of parked cars and no footpath in
sections. It is already congested at times and faces another c.500 cars in close proximity.

Change to Plan

The plan looks at each parish in isolation and makes no assessment of settlements that are in close proximity to each
other and what the impact of allocating housing in one will do to its neighbours.
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Full Text:

I strongly object to more houses being built in the maids Morton area. You've already ruined buckingham town please
stop ruining our village. Our school services and especially doctors are already stretched beyond their limits. The traffic
through and around the town is awful and very dangerous. Crime has risen through the roof. Enough is enough!!

Summary:

I strongly object to more houses being built in the maids Morton area. You've already ruined buckingham town please
stop ruining our village. Our school services and especially doctors are already stretched beyond their limits. The traffic
through and around the town is awful and very dangerous. Crime has risen through the roof. Enough is enough!!

Change to Plan

We need more services, schools, shops to take on the strain of all these people.
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D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Mr Edward Green [31931]

Agent:
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Full Text:

My Wife and I object to the new development. The roads and infrastructure are far too busy already. These houses will
ruin the village feel and there are no local jobs for these people as the small town rates are so high all the we have is
charity shops and betting shops now. It will take up rural farmland land and damage the visual aspect of the village. A
more natural place would be to develop along the M1 corridor. Has been a huge increase in properties in this area of
late and this new development will destroy

Summary:

My Wife and I object to the new development. The roads and infrastructure are far too busy already. These houses will
ruin the village feel and there are no local jobs for these people as the small town rates are so high all the we have is
charity shops and betting shops now. It will take up rural farmland land and damage the visual aspect of the village. A
more natural place would be to develop along the M1 corridor. Has been a huge increase in properties in this area of
late and this new development will destroy

Change to Plan

Build near M1 end of story
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Full Text:

Given the previous rejection of this site by AVDC and by appeal, it is non-sensical to now include it.

Summary:

Given the previous rejection of this site by AVDC and by appeal, it is non-sensical to now include it.
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Omit site allocation

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 600 - 30231 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - i, ii

600

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:
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Full Text:

BUC0043
This site should be rejected under:
1. Policy S3
2. Not included in the BNDP
3. Outside the settlement boundary
4. Moreton Road is already acknowledged as being at capacity. There are no sustainable alternatives to surrounding,
congested access roads.
5. There have already been severe problems relating to sewage disposal caused by Phases 1 and 2 of the Maids
Moreton Road developments. Further development on this site would be of great detriment to residents of nearby
estates.

Summary:

BUC0043
This site should be rejected under:
1. Policy S3
2. Not included in the BNDP
3. Outside the settlement boundary
4. Moreton Road is already acknowledged as being at capacity. There are no sustainable alternatives to surrounding,
congested access roads.
5. There have already been severe problems relating to sewage disposal caused by Phases 1 and 2 of the Maids
Moreton Road developments. Further development on this site would be of great detriment to residents of nearby
estates.

Change to Plan

Bearing in mind that as stated, Buckingham is a SMALL market town and has already committed to a substantial
increase in households, this allocation of 130 houses could more sustainably be located around Aylesbury Garden
Town.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This site has been contentious. It was subject to a planning inquiry and was called in by the Secretary of State. The
planning inspector's decision was overturned by the Secretary of State.
It is understood that VALP will become the most up-to-date part of the Development Plan when adopted, and thus will
take precedence over the BNDP, and that AVDC is required to provide for housing need, and has allocated sites to
fulfill this.
This however, does not explain the decision to include such a contentious site, which was called in by the Secretary of
State partly on the basis that it was in breach of the BNDP. AVDC refused permission for the site, and joined with BTC
at the planning inquiry in support of refusing planning permission. Why then is it included, when it is clearly known that
the people of Buckingham have firmly rejected this site. It does not seem to consider the relevant consideration of cooperation between councils in the development of NDPs.
The selection of this site is unsound in that it contradicts AVDC's policy as stated in S3 of VALP:
"The scale and distribution of development should accord with the settlement hierarchy set out in Table 2 and the site
allocation policies that arise from it. Other than for specific proposals and land allocations in the Plan, new development
in the countryside should be avoided, especially where it would:
a. Compromise the character of the countryside between settlements, and
b. result in negative impact on the identities of neighbouring settlements or communities leading to their coalescence.
In considering applications for building in the countryside the Council will have regard to maintaining the individual
identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence between
settlements."[emphasis added]
It may be that AVDC has tried to reserve its position by stating that any allocated site in the Plan [see emphasized text
above] is exempt from this strategic policy, but BTC queries whether it is sound to breach a stated strategic policy
which will govern development, without providing strong cogent reasoning for so doing, whilst at the same time ignoring
the BNDP.
Buckingham is a "strategic settlement" and Maids Moreton is a "medium village" [Table 2 of VALP].
Medium Villages have "some provision key services and facilities, making them moderately sustainable locations for
development. The plan allocates some sites at medium villages." Maids Moreton has a small village hall and a pub.
Site allocations for Medium Villages range from 6 to 171 within Table 2. Maids Moreton has 171 allocated. In addition,
another 180 dwellings are allocated in site BUC 043, which lies on the boundary of Maids Moreton and Buckingham. In
this allocation it would appear that AVDC is making coalescence de facto and going against its stated aim in S3 to
avoid the loss of identity of settlements.
Acknowledgement of this would mean that the village of Maids Moreton should have questions of infrastructure
addressed, as it will have questions of road access not just from their own development but also from the site BUC 043
as traffic seeks to avoid congestion in Buckingham town centre.
It should also be considered in terms of impact on Buckingham. The BNDP was not prepared with such complete
coalescence as is evidenced by the Town Council's objection to planning permission being granted to the site on BUC
043. Much convenience shopping [Tesco; Aldi & the planned Lidl], as well as potentially the new combined health
centre lie south of the by-pass. Many residents will be tempted into cars for journeys through Buckingham to reach
these sites. At present the A413 will be the main route as the only alternative in Mill Lane to access A422 and the bypass. This can only add to the congestion in the town centre, especially at the Old Gaol junction. The town centre
congestion is noted in the BTS.
It will mean that opportunistic developers will be able to argue that as coalescence has been de facto achieved by
AVDC's own Local Plan, then future development is exempt from S3.
To be sound it is submitted that AVDC should honestly address the fact that by these allocations coalescence will be
achieved and should show strategic planning to that effect; or allocate alternative sites.
It should be noted that it is "Part suitable" under HELAA as northwest corner to be reserved for sports pitches and open
recreation ground. The build line may be held level but the introduction of the site opens up further development - as is
noted in the HELAA as regards BUC007 [land behind Gilbert Scott Drive] which is not deemed suitable until BUC043 is
built out [on basis of previous AVDLP allocation].
If the current proposal to relocate all GP surgeries to Lace Hill to the south, then this site will not be within 800m, if it is
now, which is debatable - it will not be possible to walk for many people; in addition three major convenience shops Lidl, Aldi and Tesco will all be located south of the by-pass, encouraging residents to use car to access out of town
shopping, and not supporting Town Centre First policy stated in E5

Summary:

Site has been rejected by BNDP and the Secretary of State for that reason. It breaches S3 of VALP regarding
coalescence and in doing so, makes the coalescence between Buckingham and Maids Moreton de facto. No
consideration has been given to the additional impact on services in Buckingham and infrastructure, especially roads
increasing traffic congestion in Buckingham town centre, when additional site allocation for Maids Moreton is included.
There will be incursions to the build line from potential future developments as evidenced in HELAA, where is was
deemed "part suitable".
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D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Mareen Growly [32356]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing to register my objection to the allocation of sites BUC046 and BUC043 in the Local Plan.
As I understand it the former was subject to a planning inquiry and previously opposed by the district council, and the
latter is simply too far away from the town centre to be sustainable in the long term. Considering that these sites were
also rejected during the creation of our neighbourhood plan, I cannot see how their inclusion can be considered justified.
It would be far more sensible to allocate housing close to Milton Keynes, for example on the site to the south west
which seems to have come out of this version of the plan. As it can accommodate 2000 houses, this would
substantially reduce the burden on Buckingham residents and renew our confidence that the council respects our views.
I hope Aylesbury Vale Council will reconsider its decision on these sites before the plan is adopted.

Summary:

objection to the allocation of sites BUC046 and BUC043 in the Local Plan.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2568_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1265 - 32374 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - None

1265

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Mrs K Phipps [32374]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please accept this as a formal letter of objection to the allocation the two sites in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046)
in the VALP.
We already spent a great deal of time on a Neighbourhood Plan to ensure that our development plans were
appropriate, and now it feels like we are being ignored by the Council. Having done so, the Plan as it stands allocates
far too much housing to Buckingham too early on. It is particularly concerning that this is not supported by a robust
local infrastructure plan.
I believe it would make more sense to look again at sites close to Milton Keynes which can benefit from that area's
existing infrastructure. This would also ensure that the Neighbourhood Plan was upheld as it is supposed to be under
national policy.

Summary:

Please accept this as a formal letter of objection to the allocation the two sites in Buckingham (BUC043 and BUC046)
in the VALP.
We already spent a great deal of time on a Neighbourhood Plan to ensure that our development plans were
appropriate, and now it feels like we are being ignored by the Council.

Change to Plan

I believe it would make more sense to look again at sites close to Milton Keynes which can benefit from that area's
existing infrastructure.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1265_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1267 - 32372 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - None

1267

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Mrs L Bartlett [32372]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I understand that the Council is consulting on the VALP before it is submitted, and would like to register an objection to
allocations BUC043 and BUC046 in Buckingham.
As we already have a Neighbourhood Plan in place, Buckingham has planned its development in agreement with
residents and was set to build 600 houses over the next 5-7 years. These additional sites will tip the balance towards
overdevelopments, and I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure will not be in place in time.
I am also alarmed to hear that the Council decided to remove a large site near Milton Keynes from the VALP, while
keeping our two allocations in. Most local people commute in that direction anyway, so I believe it would make far more
sense to have that development instead of these unwanted ones.

Summary:

I understand that the Council is consulting on the VALP before it is submitted, and would like to register an objection to
allocations BUC043 and BUC046 in Buckingham.
As we already have a Neighbourhood Plan in place, Buckingham has planned its development in agreement with
residents and was set to build 600 houses over the next 5-7 years. These additional sites will tip the balance towards
overdevelopments, and I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure will not be in place in time.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1267_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1351 - 32289 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - None

1351

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern
Manufacturing Ltd [32289]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern Manufacturing Ltd and their interests in
land west of AVDLP allocation BU.1 (BUC043), Moreton Road, Buckingham please find attached our representation.
This comments on policies S2, D2, B-BUC043, H1, H5, H6 and BE2.

Summary:

Support is expressed for the allocation of this land which we have promoted on behalf of our clients, who have
confirmed their intention to deliver the site following grant of planning permission within a period of 5 years.
The site which has been the subject of a lengthy planning application and SoS Call-in represents a deliverable housing
site, indeed the Inspector found that the proposals would result in no significant adverse effects and offered significant
benefits, in terms of housing, open space and sports facilities.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
1355_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1501 - 29922 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - i

1501

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

Reference is made to need to upgrade surface water sewerage network capacity. this is a reference to assessment of
sites by Anglian Water which appears in the Water Cycle Study to support the preparation of the Plan.
Anglian Water strongly support the use of SuDS we expect applicants to have demonstrated that there are no feasible
alternatives having worked with the LLFA and followed the surface water hierarchy
ask this text is removed given that the expectation is that surface water will only be discharged to the public sewerage
network in exceptional circumstances as outlined in I5

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Please see attached schedule of changes.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Schedule of Changes.pdf
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Reps.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1744 - 32315 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - i, ii, iii, iv

1744

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

Draft allocation D-BUC043 indicates that the site is expected to be delivered between
2018 and 2023. However, in view of the recent planning history and Secretary of State
Decision, and in the absence of any new planning application, we do not regard the draft
policy's trajectory to be convincing. We note in fact that the trajectory set out in the
Housing Land Supply Soundness Document (2017) suggests that completions will
commence in 2021/22.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1771 - 32319 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - i, ii, iii, iv

1771

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

We note that the trajectory set out in the Housing Land Supply Soundness Document
suggests that completions will commence in 2021/22. We would request that the
22
contradictions between the Council Pre Submission Local Plan and its evidence base
are resolved.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2033 - 27869 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - i, ii, iii, iv

2033

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

The VALP proposes to formally allocate two additional sites at Buckingham, over and above the made Buckingham
Neighbourhood Plan. to allow development on this site, contrary to the recently made Neighbourhood Plan, would
undermine public confidence in the Neighbourhood Planning process to such a significant extent that, in this instance,
outweighs all other considerations. As a consequence, this policy should be omitted from this plan with the site being
considered as part of a future review of the NDP.

Change to Plan

Changes sought: delete policies and consider allocation as part of a review of the NDP.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2033 - 27869 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - i, ii, iii, iv

2033

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2596 - 32216 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - iv

2596

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2635 - 32366 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - None

2635

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

This is a contentious site, which was called in by the Secretary of State partly on the basis that it was in breach of the
BNDP. AVDC refused permission. Why then is it included, when it is clearly known that the people of Buckingham have
firmly rejected this site. It breaches S3 of VALP regarding coalescence and in doing so, makes the coalescence
between Buckingham and Maids Moreton de facto. No consideration has been given to the additional impact on
services in Buckingham and infrastructure. This site opens up further development and will do be in walking distance
of facilities.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Stuchbury, Robin 32366, Buckingham Town Council 31945 - Final Buckingham Town Council response.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2729 - 32429 - D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham - None

2729

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1
Moreton Road, Buckingham

Respondent: Avenue Farms [32429]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Derek Bromley) [29628]

Full Text:

We act on behalf of Avenue Farms, owners of the proposed residential allocation, identified as BUC043.
Our clients support the principle of this residential allocation; however, make the following submissions:
1. The Council has provided no evidence that the provision of pitches at this proposed location is the
most suitable to meet the needs of Buckingham. The Council would need to establish through the
evidence base that alternative sites have been considered, especially having regard to the other
proposed allocations in Buckingham. If the evidence base supports the provision of extra sports
pitches in this location and as part of this allocation, then the policy should be very specific that they
are for general community use
2. The policy requires two hectares of mitigation grassland and management. This seems overly
prescriptive, especially as there does not appear to be a similar requirement on other proposed
Greenfield allocations. The Council need to justify why this is a specific policy requirement in relation
to this allocation, but not others. This specific site policy requirement cannot be justified unless its
purpose is equally applied to other identified sites. This is not a site which warrants a particular
restriction.

Summary:

No evidence that the provision of pitches at this proposed location is the most suitable to meet the needs of
Buckingham. Need to establish through evidence base that alternative sites were considered. If evidence base
supports provision of extra sports pitches in this location and as part of this allocation, then the policy should be very
specific that they are for general community use
Two hectares of mitigation grassland and management seems overly prescriptive, does not appear to be a similar
requirement on other proposed Greenfield allocations. need to justify policy requirement in relation to this allocation, but
not others.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Bromley, David 29628 (AF) 24905-AylesburyValeDC3-Email-14.12.17_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 315 - 31954 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - iii

315

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This site is in the Neighbourhood Plan, but the Site Criteria omits some omits commitments to make this work

Summary:

This site is in the Neighbourhood Plan, but the Site Criteria omits some commitments to make this work

Change to Plan

Amend:
D. The development must provide a satisfactory vehicular access to be agreed with Buckinghamshire County Council.
Access should be off Brackley Road and the new western link road and will require a transport assessment to
demonstrate that access and impact are acceptable and achievable by all modes of transport
G.
In the green infrastructure along the southern site boundary adjacent the river, a riverside walk extension shall be
incorporated into the proposals for public use and would connect the site to the riverside walk extension identified in the
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan Policy CLH5

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1502 - 29922 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - ii

1502

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

ask that this text is removed given that the expectation is that surface water will only be discharged to the public
sewerage network in exceptional circumstances as outlined in Policy I5 of the Local Plan

Change to Plan

Please see attached schedule of changes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Schedule of Changes.pdf
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Reps.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1745 - 32315 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - i, ii, iii, iv

1745

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

The developable areas of the
site are therefore uncertain. Furthermore, proposed Policy D-BUC051 indicates that the
allocation should also provide for a flood alleviation scheme to reduce the risk to both
the site and the wider area. Taking account of such factors (and contrary to the
proposed policy and the Housing Land Supply Soundness Document), it is doubtful that
this site will provide any completions within the next five years. Indeed, in view of the
constraints and infrastructure requirements identified, the viability of development is also
questionable.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1772 - 32319 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - i, ii, iii, iv

1772

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

in view of the constraints and infrastructure requirements identified, the viability
of development is doubtful. This calls into question the deliverability of the allocation and
the potential for viability issues to be resolved via the under-provision of affordable
housing.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
1777_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1793 - 32258 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - None

1793

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

Wates has concerns regarding the site's suitability and availability. Access if difficult to achieve, traffic will be directed
to an already congested are of the town, the site is within multiple ownership and not controlled by a
developer/promoter, there are significant landscape impacts and it comprises significant areas of Flood Zones 2 and 3.

Change to Plan

There is uncertainly regarding the delivery of BUC051 and so we request a firm commitment in the VALP to an early
review or to include a larger allocation on land under Wates control to provide great in-built fexibility to the Local Plan's
housing supply.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2037 - 27869 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - i, ii, iii, iv

2037

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

site D-BUC051 West Buckingham, this is the Buckingham NDP 'Reserve' site and thus has the benefit of being
accepted locally as a suitable location for development, albeit with the caveat (as noted above) of only coming forward
if triggered by an increased housing requirement.

Change to Plan

Objection to site D-BUC051 West Buckingham Changes sought: Modify development trajectory as follows: 100 homes
to be delivered 2018-23 and 200 homes from 2024-2033 Circa 50 dwellings to be delivered per annum from 2024-25.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2037 - 27869 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - i, ii, iii, iv

2037

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2203 - 29506 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - None

2203

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

The policies within the D-BUC051 include appropriate provisions to ensure the
development is designed to be safe without increasing risk to others. We welcome the
requirement of consideration of a flood alleviation scheme onsite. With watercourses
running through the site, there is a potential for Natural Flood Risk Management
measures. Typical flood alleviation schemes are often believed to be expensive and
consume valuable land on a development.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2597 - 32216 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - iv

2597

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2606 - 32216 - D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse - None

2606

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley
Road and the River Great Ouse

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

The site specific policy allows for a
20m buffer between the railway and
development including existing
woodland. While this will cover
some of the Priority Habitat deciduous woodland, it will not
cover it all as the wood is
approximately 40m wide from the
railway.
There is also areas of high
ecological value along the streams
and rivers that cross the site. There
should be a similar buffer allowed
for these areas.

Change to Plan

Change of wording and additional
wording
f. ...The fields in the site north of
the railway have a high ecological
value and a 20-40m buffer either
side of the railway which must
including all existing woodland is
required.
x. In the design of the green
infrastructure along the
waterways of the site significant
consideration should be given to
the habitat values (in line with
NE3) and the possibility of
restoring or re-creating priority
habitat. (This extra dot point
should also be added to DBUC046).

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 314 - 31954 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - iii

314

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is a very large site that does not form part of the contiguous settlement area. It would restrict future growth of the
adjoining employment area and it would encroach significantly into open countryside. If the site was to be approved, the
site criteria is in need of amendment

Summary:

This is a very large site that does not form part of the contiguous settlement area. It would restrict future growth of the
adjoining employment area and it would encroach significantly into open countryside. If the site was to be approved, the
site criteria is in need of amendment

Change to Plan

amend d to include: satisfactory vehicular, CYLCLE AND PEDESTRIAN access, including innovative ideas to connect
to the employment and education areas of the town, and to provide safe and easy to use links across the bypass.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 494 - 32011 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - i

494

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Mrs wendy Cissell [32011]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This will ruin the street scene of the area and take away valuable farm land and wildlife.
This proposal will also create increased traffic on already overloaded A roads ie A421 and A422 which are already
struggling to cope with the M40 to M1 traffic.
It would ruin the market town which cannot cope with the population already in place. Not enough schools/ GP's in the
town as it is now- I object strongly.

Summary:

This will ruin the street scene of the area and take away valuable farm land and wildlife.
This proposal will also create increased traffic on already overloaded A roads ie A421 and A422 which are already
struggling to cope with the M40 to M1 traffic.
It would ruin the market town which cannot cope with the population already in place. Not enough schools/ GP's in the
town as it is now- I object strongly.

Change to Plan

No more houses

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 603 - 30231 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - None

603

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposal for development of this site is outside of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan and the
evidence base has not, therefore, been fully investigated. As it stands, it is extremely vague. There is no mention of
additional educational or community facilities, which would be required on an allocation of 420 houses. If the
development was found to be sustainable, much more consideration has to be given to the infrastructure details; e.g
employment provision given its proximity to a key employment site and to compensate for the loss of employment land
on the Tingewick Road

Summary:

The proposal for development of this site is outside of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan and the
evidence base has not, therefore, been fully investigated. As it stands, it is extremely vague. There is no mention of
additional educational or community facilities, which would be required on an allocation of 420 houses. If the
development was found to be sustainable, much more consideration has to be given to the infrastructure details; e.g
employment provision given its proximity to a key employment site and to compensate for the loss of employment land
on the Tingewick Road

Change to Plan

The site must be subject to detailed consideration by the forthcoming review of the BNDP before a definite allocation
can be justified.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1504 - 29922 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - ii

1504

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please see attached representations.

Summary:
Reference is made to there being a need to upgrade surface water sewerage network capacity. It appears that this is a
reference to assessment of sites by Anglian Water which appears in the Council's Water Cycle Study to support the
preparation of the Local Plan. We would ask that this text is removed given that the expectation is that surface water
will only be discharged to the public sewerage network in exceptional circumstances as outlined in Policy I5 of the
Local Plan
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Please see attached schedule of changes.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Schedule of Changes.pdf
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Reps.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1721 - 32258 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - None

1721

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

Wates make a number of detailed requested changes to the policy criteria (b) (d) (e) (f) and (h)

Change to Plan

Delete criterion (b)
Reword criterion (d) as follows "The development must provide a satisfactory vehicular access to be agreed with
Buckinghamshire County Council. the vehicle accesses should be off Gawcott Road and Osier Way. A transport
assessment will be required to demonstrate access and impact are acceptable and achievable by all modes of
transport".
Reword criterion (e) as follows "An ecological management plan (EMP) shall be submitted to the Council for approval.
Wooded areas should be retained along with the provision of a 4m buffer either side of the stream and pond".
Reword criterion (f) as follows "At the planning application stage, a site -specific flood risk assessment and surface
water drainage strategy will be required. Any development must have consideration for its impact on Buckingham and
River Ouzel IDB drainage district and be aware of its byelaws. Other sources of flooding, particularly surface water
flow routes, should be considered as part of a site specific flood risk assessment. Development proposals must meet
the 'Guide for site design and making development safe' in the SFRA Level 2.
Delete criterion (h).

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1746 - 32315 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - i, ii, iii, iv

1746

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

This proposed allocation seeks the delivery of 420 dwellings and appears to be feasible.
However, in the absence of a planning application (at the time of writing), it is doubtful
that the first competitions will occur in 2021/22, taking account of the necessity of
determining the outline application and reserved matters, as well as the need to
discharge planning conditions.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1774 - 32319 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - i, ii, iii, iv

1774

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

This proposed allocation seeks the delivery of 420 dwellings and whilst ASL have no
detailed comments, it should be acknowledged that in the absence of a planning
application (at the time of writing), it is doubtful that the first competitions will occur in
2021/22, taking account of the determination period for an outline application and
reserved matters, as well as the need to discharge planning conditions and any site
enabling works.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
1777_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2035 - 27869 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - i, ii, iii, iv

2035

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

to allow development on this site, contrary to the recently made Neighbourhood Plan, would undermine public
confidence in the Neighbourhood Planning process to such a significant extent that, in this instance, outweighs all other
considerations. As a consequence, this policy should be omitted from this plan with the site being considered as part of
a future review of the NDP.

Change to Plan

Changes sought: delete policies and consider allocation as part of a review of the NDP.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2035 - 27869 - D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road) - i, ii, iii, iv

2035

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
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D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Mrs L Bartlett [32372]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I understand that the Council is consulting on the VALP before it is submitted, and would like to register an objection to
allocations BUC043 and BUC046 in Buckingham.
As we already have a Neighbourhood Plan in place, Buckingham has planned its development in agreement with
residents and was set to build 600 houses over the next 5-7 years. These additional sites will tip the balance towards
overdevelopments, and I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure will not be in place in time.
I am also alarmed to hear that the Council decided to remove a large site near Milton Keynes from the VALP, while
keeping our two allocations in. Most local people commute in that direction anyway, so I believe it would make far more
sense to have that development instead of these unwanted ones.

Summary:

I understand that the Council is consulting on the VALP before it is submitted, and would like to register an objection to
allocations BUC043 and BUC046 in Buckingham.
As we already have a Neighbourhood Plan in place, Buckingham has planned its development in agreement with
residents and was set to build 600 houses over the next 5-7 years. These additional sites will tip the balance towards
overdevelopments, and I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure will not be in place in time.
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D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Mareen Growly [32356]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing to register my objection to the allocation of sites BUC046 and BUC043 in the Local Plan.
As I understand it the former was subject to a planning inquiry and previously opposed by the district council, and the
latter is simply too far away from the town centre to be sustainable in the long term. Considering that these sites were
also rejected during the creation of our neighbourhood plan, I cannot see how their inclusion can be considered justified.
It would be far more sensible to allocate housing close to Milton Keynes, for example on the site to the south west
which seems to have come out of this version of the plan. As it can accommodate 2000 houses, this would
substantially reduce the burden on Buckingham residents and renew our confidence that the council respects our views.
I hope Aylesbury Vale Council will reconsider its decision on these sites before the plan is adopted.

Summary:

objection to the allocation of sites BUC046 and BUC043 in the Local Plan.

Change to Plan
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D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).
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D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

This site was unpopular with Buckingham residents during consultation for BNDP due to the fact that Lace Hill was felt
to be disconnected from the town; a further large residential development separated from the town centre and
associated facilities and services would only add to sense of dislocation. This sense of dislocation resulted in the
Settlement Boundary being drawn as it is in the BNDP.
This site may well be within an area that the Cambridge/Oxford Expressway route may take; if this site is developed
immediately it may reduce options under this national infrastructure project
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D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east
of Gawcott Road)

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

This site was unpopular with Buckingham residents during consultation for BNDP due to the fact that Lace Hill was felt
to be disconnected from the town; a further large residential development separated from the town centre and
associated facilities and services would only add to sense of dislocation. This sense of dislocation resulted in the
Settlement Boundary being drawn as it is in the BNDP.
This site may well be within an area that the Cambridge/Oxford Expressway route may take; if this site is developed
immediately it may reduce options under this national infrastructure project

Change to Plan
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4.129

Respondent: West Haddenham Landowners [32150]

Agent:

Full Text:

Stina Hokby [32149]

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.
Alongside the Oxford/Cambridge proposals, the proposed new calculation of OAN will result in an increase in housing
numbers both for AVDC and importantly its neighbours on Haddenham's side of the district (e.g. Wycombe).
The West Haddenham Landowners believe that the re-instatement of the New Settlement Policy (D2) would improve
the soundness of the VALP and represent positive planning.

Summary:

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.
Alongside the Oxford/Cambridge proposals, the proposed new calculation of OAN will result in an increase in housing
numbers both for AVDC and importantly its neighbours on Haddenham's side of the district (e.g. Wycombe).
The West Haddenham Landowners believe that the re-instatement of the New Settlement Policy (D2) would improve
the soundness of the VALP and represent positive planning.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

In light of the increased requirement for housing in the Oxford Cambridge Corridor, the New Settlement Policy (D2)
should be reinstated in the current VALP rather than being deferred to a later plan period.
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D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Richard Hirst [28926]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The 'Site Criteria' paragraph h specifies access to the site via Churchway and requires 'further provision of pedestrian
and cycle linkages through the site and into the village including along Churchway, to the train station and with
connections with the adjoining approved airfield development if appropriate and possible'.
Many of the residents on this site are likely to use the train station for commuting to work. Without a direct road link to
the station, and with a pedestrian and cycle link which may not be provided, they would need to use cars for access to
the station via Churchway, adding further to congestion on local roads, aggravating existing parking problems in the
vicinity of the station, and impacting adversely on the adjacent Conservation Areas which will be used as 'rat runs'.
The development as stated in the Site Criteria is therefore unsustainable and its inclusion in the Plan is unsound.

Summary:

Many of the residents on this site are likely to use the train station for commuting to work. Without a direct road link to
the station, and with a pedestrian and cycle link which may not be provided, the development is unsustainable and its
inclusion in the Plan is unsound.

Change to Plan

Site Criteria paragraph h should be amended to show direct road, cycle and pedestrian access to the train station.
Alternatively, this site should be deleted from the Plan
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D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane

Respondent: Haddenham Village Society (Mr Graham Tyack)
[29682]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The 'Site Criteria' for HAD007 para h on page 124 requires 'further provision of pedestrian and cycle linkages through
the site and into the village including along Churchway, to the train station and with connections with the adjoining
approved airfield development if appropriate and possible'. If these connections cannot be provided, the selection of
this site is unsound. Many of the residents on this site are likely to use the train station for commuting to work and,
without the link, they would need to use cars for access to the station, aggravating existing parking problems near the
station.

Summary:

The 'Site Criteria' for HAD007 para h on page 124 requires 'further provision of pedestrian and cycle linkages through
the site and into the village including along Churchway, to the train station and with connections with the adjoining
approved airfield development if appropriate and possible'. If these connections cannot be provided, the selection of
this site is unsound. Many of the residents on this site are likely to use the train station for commuting to work and,
without the link, they would need to use cars for access to the station, aggravating existing parking problems near the
station.

Change to Plan

Delete the words 'if appropriate and possible' in paragraph h of the Site Criteria for Site HAD007 on page 124.
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D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane

Respondent: Rosemary Lane Action Group [32065]

Agent:

Full Text:

Mr Peter Weatherhead [32064]

OBJECTION TO VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN SITE ALLOCATION D-HAD007,
LAND NORTH OF ROSEMARY LANE, SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF A GROUP OF RESIDENTS
LIVING IN ROSEMARY LANE & THE CLAYS (INCLUDING MEMBERS OF THE ROSEMARY LANE
ACTION GROUP) AND OTHER ROADS SURROUNDING THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AREA.
Proposed site allocation HAD007 is an unsound development allocation because it is not adequately justified, not
effective and is inconsistent with national policy. It is therefore inconsistent with the policy guidance in paragraph 182 of
the National Planning Policy Framework.
Conflict with the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan
A site selection exercise was undertaken as part of the preparation of the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan. This
assessed the suitability of residential development on 21 specified sites. The exercise concluded that site HNP004 (a
site which is slightly larger than VALP site
HAD007) was unsuitable and was ranked only 11th. Although the housing chapter in the Neighbourhood Plan was
quashed after a legal challenge because, amongst other issues, the scoring of one of the sites was incorrectly
transposed betweenn documents, the site selection exercise undertaken by consultants, URS, remains a robust and
valid exercise. The site selection exercise assessed the site HNP004 as being "not very well" located in relation to
surrounding uses. The assessment judges that development on the site would have a significant impact on views into
and/or the setting of the Haddenham conservation area. The assessment also notes that the site is adjacent to or in the
setting of four listed buildings and a locally listed building. The site is classified as grade 2 (very good) and 3A (good)
agricultural land. The land scores poorly on accessibility to community amenities and
facilities and leisure, sports and recreation facilities. The outcome of the site selection exercise was that what is now
site HAD007 was judged to
be unsuitable for development. There is no sound basis for setting this judgement aside.
Impact on Heritage Assets
The Council's site assessment exercise as background work for VALP was undertaken by consultants, Lepus
Consulting. Their VALP Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives notes the proximity of site HAD007 to the Haddenham
conservation area and a scheduled ancient monument. The report states that development of the site "may affect the
setting of the conservation area or adversely affect archaeological features". The assessment notes that
site HAD007 is not well screened, unlike other sites that were assessed and the landscape is of "moderate sensitivity".
It is unclear from this limited exercise how site HAD007 came to be allocated or how it was judged to perform against
reasonable alternatives. The proposed allocation is unsound because it is in conflict with national guidance on heritage
planning. Although it seems to be accepted that there is the potential for harm to heritage assets there is no
assessment as to whether that harm is substantial or less than substantial (National Planning Policy Framework,
paragraphs 133 and 134). The Council has a statutory duty under S72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and
appearance of the conservation area. S66 of the same Act requires special regard to be paid to the desirability of
preserving the setting of a listed building. Recent case law has emphasised that
the decision maker should give considerable importance and weight to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed
buildings. The inspector's decision in East Northants DC, English Heritage and the National Trust v SSCLG and
Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd (2013) was quashed because he had treated harm to the setting of a listed building
as just one of a number of considerations rather than giving it special regard.
This decision was followed by R (on the application of the Forge Field Society) v Sevenoaks DC (2014) which relates to
housing development in a field between listed buildings in a conservation area. The decision to grant planning
permission was quashed because although the harm was less than substantial the planning officer had failed to have
regard to the strong presumption against permission in such circumstances. Whilst these court judgments relate to
planning applications we contend that the site allocation is unsound because there has been no heritage assessment
assessing the impact of the allocation. We are aware of the heritage assessment submitted by the applicant in support
of the current planning application for the site (17/02280/AOP) but we do not necessarily accept its findings.
The Haddenham Conservation Area Appraisal describes the various heritage assets in
Rosemary Lane and bordering the allocation site, including the witchert wall which runs along a significant stretch of the
allocation site's southern boundary. Witchert walls also bound the five heritage assets in Rosemary Lane and are an
integral part of the character and appearance of the conservation area. Indeed along the southern boundary of the
allocation site the witchert walls form the boundary of the settlement and their setting will be fundamentally adversely
affected by any development on the proposed site allocation.
Landscape Impact
The Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives document accepts that the site allocation has moderate landscape
sensitivity. It notes that there is an Area of Attractive Landscape north of Haddenham "which may be affected by
development at HAD007". In the committee report on planning application 17/01225/OAP for 72 houses on the land on
the opposite side of Churchway to the allocation site the officer has a fundamental concern with development of the site
because it is a green field site in the open countryside which is highly exposed on three sides. The same comments
equally apply to the allocation site. The allocation site is not well screened and provides open views towards the
Haddenham conservation area from the north. It is a green field site in the open countryside which contributes to the
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D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane

rural setting of Haddenham and does not relate well to the remainder of the settlement.
Sustainability Impact
The site would need to take its vehicular access from Churchway but there is a public right of way linking it to the south
between houses in Rosemary Lane. This right of way is relatively narrow and also has access to garages for houses
fronting Rosemary Lane, giving rise to safety concerns.
However, the site is somewhat detached from the shops and services at Haddenham and scores poorly on this aspect
of sustainability in the Neighbourhood Plan site assessment exercise. There is no direct footpath or cycleway link to the
Airfield site that is currently being developed, the business park or Parkway station which emphasises the allocation's
relativeisolation.
The proposed allocation is not well related to the settlement and would form an
unsustainable addition to the built-up area.
Loss of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land
As mentioned above, the site is grade 2 and 3A agricultural land. National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 112
advises local planning authorities to take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile
agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is necessary, local planning authorities should seek
to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of higher quality. There is no evidence that the Council has
undertaken this exercise in its site allocation process.
Impact on Deliverability
There are unresolved issues in relation to water supply and flooding. Thames Water, a consultee on the current
planning application, advises that the existing water supply infrastructure has insufficient capacity to meet the additional
demand of development. There is also an inability of the waste water infrastructure to meet development needs.
The County Council's Strategic Flood Management Team objects to the planning application on flooding grounds.
It would be contrary to good practice to include the allocation of a site that may not be deliverable, making the proposed
allocation unsound.
In these circumstances it would be inappropriate for the proposed site allocation to be confirmed.
Conclusions
Proposed site allocation HAD007 is unsound. It is inconsistent with national policy guidance relating to heritage and
agricultural land, has adverse landscape impact and is unsustainable. There are also deliverability issues relating to
water supply infrastructure and flooding.
Summary:

The proposed allocation is unsound because it is not adequately justified, not effective and is inconsistent with national
policy. It is inconsistent with national policy relating to heritage and agricultural land, has adverse landscape impact and
is unsustainable. There are also deliverability issues relating to water supply infrastructure and flooding.
The site was thoroughly assessed as part of the Neighbourhood Plan site selection exercise and was found to be
unsuitable for development, poorly related to community facilities and amenities and would have significant impact on
the setting of the conservation area. This judgement remains sound.

Change to Plan

The site allocation should be deleted
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D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane

Respondent: Jake Collinge Planning Consultancy Ltd (Mr Jake
Collinge) [29360]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Whilst this representation is noted as one of 'objection' to D-HAD007, that objection relates only to matters of the detail
contained within the policy (and associated plan), with the respondent otherwise supportive of the allocation of the site
for residential development.
In this context, and by way of background, it is important to recognise that D-HAD007 is not in the control of a single
party, but two separate parties, with this respondent in control of the section of land to the rear of 14 Townsend and
forming part the south-eastern section of D-HAD007. Moreover, it is significant to note that previous iterations of the
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) have identified the whole of D-HAD007 as being suitable for residential
development and, indeed, it has only been in the Publication Version of VALP that 'not built development' areas within
D-HAD007 have been identified. It is in respect of the identification of the whole of the land to the rear of 14 Townsend
as 'not built development' that this objection is made, and submitted on the basis that such annotation is unsound by
reason of such not being appropriately justified or being effective for a recognised planning purpose. Indeed, it is
illogical and irrational that the one part of D-HAD007 that falls within the established settlement framework, surrounded
on three-side by existing built development and therefore otherwise compliant with existing and emerging policy in
respect of appropriate housing sites within sustainable settlements, should seemingly be precluded from built
development by an unjustified 'not built development' annotation.
Notwithstanding this over-arching point, particular objection is raised to criteria (f) and, by application through the site
allocation/annotation plan, criteria (g) of D-HAD007. Indeed, and irrespective of such, it is considered that such criteria
have then been unjustifiably interpreted in the 'not built development' annotation on the D-HAD007 Plan Allocation.
Sub-section (f) of D-HAD007 states a 'landscape buffer to be provided between the existing dwellings and new
development'. There is no rational planning basis for such a requirement since the relationship between existing and
new development should be a matter that is appropriately controlled at the Development Management (i.e. planning
application) stage in accordance with the Council's policies and guidelines at the time. The effect of such a requirement
would be to engineer a layout and form of development that would be more isolated and less well-integrated with the
existing development pattern and, potentially, could hinder the capacity of D-HAD007. This part of sub-section (f) is,
therefore, neither justified in planning terms nor effective in delivering the allocation.
Irrespective of such, any reasonable interpretation of (a) - (i) of D-HAD007 would not direct that the whole of the land to
the rear of 14 Townsend be identified as 'not built development' since such annotation would not be fulfilling all, or any,
of the said criteria. On the contrary, if the assertion is correct that (f) is unsound for the reasons given, then it follows
that the whole of the 'not built development' annotation should be removed. Indeed, none of the other criteria would
direct such an annotation, with (g) ultimately satisfied without such an annotation given that this would be appropriately
controlled at the Development Management stage with the layout of the scheme recently approved at the adjoining
Dolicott site demonstrating that an appropriate and acceptable relationship can be secured with designated heritage
assets without re-course to a 'not built development' zone.
The additional potential consequence of such an unjustified annotation of a 'not built development' zone on the whole of
the land to the rear of 14 Townsend is that it reduces the overall capability of D-HAD007 to deliver 315 dwellings, and
thereby potentially undermining the effectiveness of the policy.
Moreover, and as noted above, it is illogical, and perverse (given that it is in separate control to the remainder) that DHAD007 includes the site as part of the allocation yet then precludes any development on the land.

Summary:

Objection is raised to the details of D-HAD007 on the basis that the identification of land to the rear of 14 Townsend as
a 'not built development' area is unjustified and irrational in planning terms, and reduces the efficiency and
effectiveness of housing delivery on D-HAD007.

Change to Plan

Remove from criteria (f) of D-HAD007 the words 'landscape buffer to be provided between the existing dwellings and
new development, and' and replace this with 'landscape buffer to be provided....... on the new settlement boundary.......'
Deletion of the 'not built development' annotation from the HAD-007 site allocation plan as it relates to the whole of the
land to the rear of 14 Townsend.
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D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane

Respondent: Jake Collinge Planning Consultancy Ltd (Mr Jake
Collinge) [29360]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

This representation is distinct from 780 and 917 that have been submitted on behalf of the owner of land to rear of 14
Townsend, Haddenham and also forming part of D-HAD007.
This representation is on behalf of Aston Hill Land Ltd, who have an interest in the remainder of the site and who
support the principle of the allocation of the site for residential development and can confirm (as evidenced by the
current outline planning application) that the site is suitable, available and deliverable for residential development.

Summary:

This representation is distinct from 780 and 917 that have been submitted on behalf of the owner of land to rear of 14
Townsend, Haddenham and also forming part of D-HAD007.
This representation is on behalf of Aston Hill Land Ltd, who have an interest in the remainder of the site and who
support the principle of the allocation of the site for residential development and can confirm (as evidenced by the
current outline planning application) that the site is suitable, available and deliverable for residential development.
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D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane

Respondent: Thame Town Council (Mr Graeme Markland) [30415] Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Insufficient evidence has been taken of the role of the secondary school in Thame (Lord Williams's) in providing further
education for existing and future Haddenham students. Within Table 3 of the Aylesbury Vale Infrastructure Plan
(September 2017) it is noted that Haddenham is "constrained" for secondary school provision. No further mention is
made of this issue, within the document or its appendices. Thame, just 2 miles away, fulfils the majority of
Haddenham's secondary and further education requirements. Thame Town Council is unable to find any further
mention of how education for older students will be fulfilled within the Plan.
This is against the background of Thame being allocated a further 510 homes in the Submission SODC Local Plan, on
top of the 775 already allocated since 2011 through the existing Core Strategy. This does not include windfall (around
a further 250), nor 600 homes generated at Chinnor through windfall, and other villages.

Summary:

No evidence exists of cooperation between the Vale, Buckinghamshire County Council, South Oxfordshire District
Council and Oxfordshire County Council on the matter of secondary education provision. Allocations and commitments
in the catchment area, including from windfall, are considerable.

Change to Plan

The Plan needs to actively declare how future capacity will be met for secondary and further education students. This
should be carried out in association with the Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire County Councils and South Oxfordshire
District Council. Should extra capacity be required the Plan should declare how the Vale's proportion will be provided.
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Respondent: Mrs Alysoun Glasspool [30086]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

We write to object to the VALP's proposed designation of site HAD007 to the North of Haddenham village for the
building of up to 315 houses.
These objections are raised regarding the 'Soundness' of the Plan in accordance the National Planning Policy
Framework. We argue that insufficient attention, review and assessment of the proposed site has been undertaken and
insufficient time, effort and assessment has been employed to provide possible alternative sites within Haddenham or
elsewhere within the vicinity (e.g. the area near the village station which is already being developed). The VALP
Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives refers to the proximity of HAD007 to a conservation are; the development
''may affect the setting of the conservation area''. The VALP SA Report, p 89, 10.7.3. includes this note: ''It is . . . at
Haddenham where the decision to support higher growth leads to concerns. This on the basis that the proposed
expansion north of the village (315 homes) borders the northern edge of the conservation area, with a number of grade
2 listed buildings in proximity.'' (https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/VALP%20%20SA%20Report%20170918.pdf). We share these concerns.
Our objections relate specifically to a lack of due regard to the following:
1. HERITAGE
Allocation of HAD007 is unsound because it does not follow national guidance on heritage and planning.
VALP SA Report, p 6, Table 4.1 The SA Framework, states that a sustainability objective is (point 6) to: 'Protect,
enhance and manage sites, features and areas of historical, cultural heritage and archaeological importance'. In
selecting HAD007 as a site this objective has not been met.
a. Conservation area: The Haddenham Conservation Area - part of which directly borders HAD007, including an
extensive length of historic witchert walling, was reviewed in 2008 by AVDC:
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/haddenham-conservation-area. AVDC has a statutory duty under S72 of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay due regard to the desirability of preserving the
character and appearance of conservation areas.
b. Grade 2 listed properties:
S66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that special regard be paid to the
desirability of preserving the setting of an historic building.
The roads bordering HAD009 include several grade 2 listed houses, including 16 Rosemary Lane - a distinctive
property. SA Report of the VALP, p 6, Table 4.1 The SA Framework, states that a sustainability objective is (point 8) to:
'Protect, enhance and manage the character and appearance of the landscape and townscape, maintaining and
strengthening distinctiveness and its special qualities.' In selecting HAD007 as a site we believe this objective has not
been met.
c. Protection of features of historical interest and value: The AVDC Haddenham Conservation Area Review 2008
states: ''The use of witchert in the construction of boundary walls and buildings is arguably the most significant element
in defining the character of the village.'' The Review reiterates the importance of such features on planning: ''The
principal purpose of Conservation Area designation is the official acknowledgement of the special character of an area.
Within Conservation Areas, permitted development rights are restricted . . .''. Witchert not only forms the boundary to
several properties abutting HAD007 but also to the village itself when entering from the A418. Several houses along
Rosemary Lane and Rudds Lane, abutting HAD007 are composed of witchert, notably 16 Rosemary Lane which is
composed partly of witchert and whose garden boundaries on all sides are witchert.
Witchert is highly porous. Cement and other materials when used on and aside witchert can cause it to become
unstable. It is proposed that the sole pedestrian and cycle access to HAD009 is via an existing route beside 16
Rosemary Lane and thus directly abutting wichert walling on one side (see also below). This is potentially hazardous to
the wall ie if a pathway / cycleway is created from unsuitable materials. If the wall then collapsed (as several other parts
of the wall already have at 16 Rosemary Lane, due to the injudicious use of concrete in the past) this is a health and
safety issue for any pedestrians or cyclists using this access.
(https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Witchert-buildings-2.3_1.pdf).
2. ACCESS & LIGHT POLLUTION See above regarding witchert walling and the proposed sole access to HAD007
from Rosemary Lane. This proposed pedestrian and cycle access is narrow. It leads directly on to Rosemary Lane, a
single-track road with no pavements and no space for these to be created. The access opens on to Rosemary Lane at
a location with restricted view of the road and thus of any vehicles. In short, this is not a safe and sensible access point
for several reasons. This aspect has not been adequately considered when considering HAD007 as a suitable building
plot.
This narrow access would be the only non-vehicular access to and from HAD007 and any housing on this site would
literally be behind a long stretch of (witchert) wall. Any housing on HAD007 would not be integrated with the existing
village landscape physically. Any extensive new buildings would be at odds with the current buildings, as referenced
above, and with any associated increase of noise and light pollution. The area has limited streetlighting at present as
befits a village, conservation area and is dark at night: access to a darkened roadway with no pavement for those
coming from HAD007 could be dangerous. Any increase in noise, lighting (street, housing and headlights) would harm
the character and significance of the conservation area.
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3. COMMUNITY OPINION The Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan was accepted by a majority of the population when
taken to a referendum (https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/haddenham-neighbourhood-plan). HAD007 was not
included in this plan as a suitable site. Although chapter 6, 'Housing & Development' was quashed on a technical issue
(AVDC choose not to fight for the plan against a contesting developer), the results of a legitimate democratic process
and the method used to underpin this Neighbourhood Plan in scoring and thus selecting appropriate sites, reman
pertinent. HAD007 was ranked 11= out of a total of 21 possible sites across the village (Doc: HNP-Annex-C-Site
Assessment Report). There is no reason to suspect this was not a sound scoring assessment. The suitability of
HAD007 thus remains lower than for other sites, which together could provide more than enough of the extra houses
that the VALP allocates to Haddenham.
I hope you will consider these points in your broader review of the VALP.
Yours faithfully,
Alysoun & Jonathan Glasspool
Summary:

Insufficient assessment of the site has been undertaken and of alternative sites. VALP Assessment of Reasonable
Alternatives refers to the proximity of HAD007 to a conservation area; the development ''may affect the setting of the
conservation area''. The VALP SA Report, p 89, 10.7.3. includes this note: ''It is . . . at Haddenham where the decision
to support higher growth leads to concerns. This on the basis that the proposed expansion north of the village (315
homes) borders the northern edge of the conservation area, with a number of grade 2 listed buildings in proximity.'' We
share these concerns.

Change to Plan

Alternative sites to be properly assessed.
Full heritage review to be undertaken.
Access review (safety) to be undertaken.
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The supply required for the proposed scale of development is a significant additional demand in the Water Resource
area. Currently the mains that feed the Water Resource area are running close to capacity. So a development will be
required to provide an impact study of the existing infrastructure. Also wastewater network capacity in this area is
unlikely to be able to support demand anticipated from this development. Strategic drainage infrastructure is likely to
be required.
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Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

HAD007 had been increased northwards and the yield increased by 200 dwellings, concerned about this increase, this
doesn't appear to be justified and contradicts previous conclusions in the 2016 HELAA. This extended boundary does
not utilise existing field boundaries and there is presently no certainty over how the site will fit into the setting of the
village. The northern boundary of the village was something that featured in the application of Richborough Estates
land at Haddenham, which recognised the need for appropriate landscape buffering, however RPS remains
unconvinced that this has been factored into the Council's considerations.
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Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

The site is currently allocated for 315 dwellings. The allocation is supported, however it
is considered that it should being extended further to the north

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

The Proposed Submission Local Plan now envisages that 315 dwellings can be
delivered on the southernmost land parcel. This has increased from 210 dwelling as
previously envisaged and as supported in the HELAA (2016). The proposal to increase
quantum of development at the southern extent of the site, has the potential to cause
harm to the setting of the Haddenham Conservation Area and the listed buildings
denoted in Figure 3 below. There is nothing in the Council's evidence base to suggest
that this matter has been considered.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criterion g as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for
enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).
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Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

With regard to further education, Haddenham is identified as a problem area with 700 homes required to secure a S106
for a whole school. It is therefore questionable whether the allocation at this settlement is deliverable given the
obligations that may be placed on it with regard to infrastructure provision, particularly in relation to schools.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.

Officer note: see attachment for full representation
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FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
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Respondent: Brocksmoor Projects Ltd (Mr Martin Wilkinson)
[29520]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The text states Wendover has a "good level" of facilities, but this is simply not correct. The parking provision in the town
centre is wholly inadequate, and the traffic congestion along the main raods is poor in rush hours

Summary:

The text states Wendover has a "good level" of facilities, but this is simply not correct. The parking provision in the town
centre is wholly inadequate, and the traffic congestion along the main raods is poor in rush hours

Change to Plan

Recognition that Wendover already suffers due to overloaded infrastructure and facilities
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Respondent: Brocksmoor Projects Ltd (Mr Martin Wilkinson)
[29520]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

ref the comment about the reasonable walking distance to Wendover - this is a rediculous comment which needs to be
challenged. The RAF Halton development site is 48* minutes round trip walk to and from Wendover and going back it is
additionally uphill. The evidence is there already with the adjacent Princes Mary gate development - the vast majority of
residents use a car and very few walk or cycle. It is an invalid assumption to assume that there will not be very material
traffic use from this RAF Halton site.

Summary:

ref the comment about the reasonable walking distance to Wendover - this is a rediculous comment which needs to be
challenged. The RAF Halton development site is 48* minutes round trip walk to and from Wendover and going back it is
additionally uphill. The evidence is there already with the adjacent Princes Mary gate development - the vast majority of
residents use a car and very few walk or cycle. It is an invalid assumption to assume that there will not be very material
traffic use from this RAF Halton site.

Change to Plan

Either the assumptions need to change to recognise the large increase in vehicle movements that 1000 houses will
generate; or the on site provison of services needs to be much greater, for on site schools (all age groups), doctors,
retail etc.
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Respondent: Mr John Currell [30903]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Wendover does have good facilities, but it is barely sustainable at present. The schools are heavily subscribed and the
local health facilities are overloaded.
Thus, although the proposal to place 1000 houses at Halton is supported, in the context of the overall plan, this
additional development must be completely self-sustaining.

Summary:

Wendover does have good facilities, but it is barely sustainable at present. The schools are heavily subscribed and the
local health facilities are overloaded.
Thus, although the proposal to place 1000 houses at Halton is supported, in the context of the overall plan, this
additional development must be completely self-sustaining.

Change to Plan

Wendover is barely sustainable
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Respondent: mrs claire waters [31994]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The policy map outlining the potential development area includes the playing fields between Chestnut Avenue and
Halton Lane; the all-weather pitch and the Nuffield Pavilion. These are currently used by the RAF and also local sports
clubs - and therefore this is contrary to the NPPF paragraph 74 ('existing playing fields should not be built on').
Also included is the fields on the opposite side of Chestnut Avenue, which are part of the listed Halton Estate gardens this is contrary to the NPPF paragraph 132, as it has not been granted by Historic England.

Summary:

The policy map outlining the potential development area includes the playing fields between Chestnut Avenue and
Halton Lane; the all-weather pitch and the Nuffield Pavilion. These are currently used by the RAF and also local sports
clubs - and therefore this is contrary to the NPPF paragraph 74 ('existing playing fields should not be built on').
Also included is the fields on the opposite side of Chestnut Avenue, which are part of the listed Halton Estate gardens this is contrary to the NPPF paragraph 132, as it has not been granted by Historic England.

Change to Plan

These areas must be removed from the planned development site

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 534 - 28420 - 4.131 - iv

534

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.131

Respondent: Mr J Bryson [28420]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Although walking and cycling may be desirable on health or other grounds I would challenge if this is a valid planning
assumption to make. Coupled with the lack of retail space planned at the Halton housing areas I find this an
unacceptable situation and would request a review of this subject

Summary:

Although walking and cycling may be desirable on health or other grounds I would challenge if this is a valid planning
assumption to make. Coupled with the lack of retail space planned at the Halton housing areas I find this an
unacceptable situation and would request a review of this subject

Change to Plan

Development at Halton should focus on providing a sustainable self-contained settlement which does not rely on
neighbouring settlements such as Wendover for essential services. Sufficient community infrastructure should be
developed to minimise the need to visit Wendover for schools, shopping and Health services.
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

For clarity, the wording specific to Halton should be amended to the wording shown at Annex B.
Provide a narrative to show how the 1,000 homes allocated to Halton can be accommodated in a sustainable way,
recognising the current lack of local infrastructure and the environmental constraints of the surrounding AONB and
Green Belt land.
All references to Halton should be changed to read "Halton", rather than "Halton near Wendover", "Wendover/Halton",
"RAF Halton", or "Halton Camp" to make the text correct and unambiguous.

Change to Plan

Summary of Recommendations:
HALTON CLASSIFICATION
1. For clarity, the wording specific to Halton should be amended to the wording shown at Annex B.
Provide a narrative to show how the 1,000 homes allocated to Halton can be accommodated in a sustainable way,
recognising the current lack of local infrastructure and the environmental constraints of the surrounding AONB and
Green Belt land.
All references to Halton should be changed to read "Halton", rather than "Halton near Wendover", "Wendover/Halton",
"RAF Halton", or "Halton Camp" to make the text correct and unambiguous.
2. In both Tables 1 and 2 of S2 Spatial strategy for growth, the single line entry combining Wendover with Halton
(Halton Camp) should be separated into distinct rows and Halton should have a distinct entry in the tables with the
correct demarcation (a "smaller village") and its housing allocation (1,000 houses). In Table 2 the entry for Halton
needs to have a description in column 2 highlighting why it has been selected for the 1,000 houses and how that fits
within the settlement hierarchy.
See Attached Document for details and evidence Overview Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to
provide housing on the current RAF base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is
providing that sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing development.
Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) wants to sell the land for the highest
price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including land with green belt status, is preserved for future
generations during the opportunity to build on to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not
been engaged in the development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover, not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.
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Continue onto next page
3. Any direct linkage between Halton and Wendover should be removed from the VALP; notwithstanding regional
transport requirements, each village should be separately sustainable and each should have appropriate infrastructure.
4. Rename Table D-HAL003 Halton (including RAF Halton) and adjust all contents to refer to Halton as a whole, with
sub-sections to refer to portions thereof.
PLANNING
5. AVDC Planners and the Independent Inspector should engage with Halton Parish Council in order to understand
local concerns and potential difficulties for this traditional village.
6. Make a clear logical reason for 1,000 dwellings, based on sound planning principles.
7. Remove all references to lifting of Green Belt or other protected status on land within Halton.
LOCAL SITE PLANNING
8. Provide details about planned mixed use of the RAF site
9. The VALP adopts a revised Policy Plan for allocation of land at Halton; shown below and details of which are
contained in Annex A
10. Provide information about the local infrastructure planned to accompany housing and mixed use development in
Halton and the timing of its delivery.
11. An all-encompassing local / regional transport review should be scheduled as soon as possible to determine
additional requirements.
CHANGES BEYOND THIS VALP
12. It is recommended that the only references to any future developments in Halton (including the RAF Camp) that
goes beyond the provisions of this VALP should be through reference to the Masterplanning exercise and the
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).
Appear at exam?
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Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Halton Parish Council, Lippman, Fiona 30401.pdf
Halton Parish Council, Lippman, Fiona 30401 RESPONSE.pdf
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Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.
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Blundel, Colin 32032 Chiltern Society_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1582 - 32090 - 4.131 - None

1582

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.131

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.131

2nd phase of development could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
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Respondent: Mr John Currell [30903]
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Full Text:

The direct road connections between Halton and Aylesbury NOT good. The direct connections are through Halton
Village and by country lanes. They could probably be classed as acceptable at best.
There is no rail connection between RAF Halton and Aylesbury.

Summary:

The direct road connections between Halton and Aylesbury NOT good. The direct connections are through Halton
Village and by country lanes. They could probably be classed as acceptable at best.
There is no rail connection between RAF Halton and Aylesbury.

Change to Plan

Change to wording in relation to the road and rail linkages.
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Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 739 - 32072 - 4.133 - i

739

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.133

Respondent: Halton Tennis Centre (Mr andrew southam) [32072]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Halton UK (Halton Tennis Centre) wishes to formally register its intention of obtaining three fields from the DIO at the
earliest opportunity for the expansion of facilities to benefit the Wendover, Halton and other nearby communities.
These fields are on the boundaries of the current HUK tennis estate and all situated within "the island" of land which is
bordered one side by a road from Halton to Wendover and the other side by the Wendover branch of the canal.
We should like to purchase this in full cooperation with our close neighbours and good friends who are the RAF, the
local farmer and Halton Parish Council.
Full representations have been made to the DIO to obtain these three fields
Halton UK (HUK) is a thriving social enterprise (a registered charity running on sound commercial principles) that
provides a range of participation, performance tennis and multi-sports tennis related services to the local and regional
communities, to a range of disability groups (from down syndromes, to blind tennis and to physically impaired children),
to a range of adult members including families, to 2,000 children across two counties, and to any number of visiting
young performance tennis players seeking assistance to county, national and international standards, while proudly
continuing to the home for RAF Tennis.
We have a network of partners which stretches from local charities like PACE, through to a range of disability
organizations, and through to many local schools. Such a network includes collaboration with and working at three
other local tennis clubs: Aston Clinton, Wendover and Tring.
And HUK is a significant local employer with 64 staff deriving a full or near full time income including nearly 20 full time
tennis coaches, and generates much secondary spend for the local area (not to mention the annual hosting of
European International Tennis Federation (ITF)) tournament). We have won numerous awards for our coaching and
disability work and as a local enterprise.
HUK is at the limit of its capacities. We have 16 adult courts (6 indoors) and 7 mini/multi-purpose courts (3 indoors) for
children's training, from age ranges of 4 to 18. These are all saturated at peak time by current demand and the
supporting infrastructure is struggling to keep up with demand. In short, the state of our facilities and their overuse
limits the quality and quantity of services we can provide to local schools and disability groups (HUK has a thriving
disability programme) and our ability to provide services to fresh audiences, even without taking into account intended
dramatic housing stock increases (the Halton and Wendover allocation and the Aylesbury Garden Town project are
within a five mile radius of HUK).
Significant efforts have been made with the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO/ MoD) to secure new land,
formerly part of the Rothschilds estate. An initiative to partner with Wendover Cricket Club to secure combined facilities
especially as the cricket club is being made homeless by another government project, HS2, has been rebuffed by the
DIO, even with the support of David Liddington.
We require these lands as soon as possible and look forward to this requirement being set out and satisfied in the
VALP.
In the much longer term, Halton UK, as a professional sports management organisation, would be pleased to explore
managing other sports facilities (such as but not limited to the hockey and cricket facilities) freed up by any future move
of the RAF to a new home: and managing these facilities on behalf of and for the benefit of the RAF, the local
community and other sports clubs - particularly Aylesbury Hockey Club, Wendover Cricket Club and Wendover football
club(s), besides others.

Summary:

Halton UK (Halton Tennis Centre) wishes to formally register its intention of obtaining three fields from the DIO at the
earliest opportunity for the expansion of facilities to benefit the Wendover, Halton and other nearby communities.
These fields are on the boundaries of the current HUK tennis estate and all situated within "the island" of land which is
bordered one side by a road from Halton to Wendover and the other side by the Wendover branch of the canal

Change to Plan

To purchase three fields on the edge of the HUK estate for the benefit of the local community.
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Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Blundel, Colin 32032 Chiltern Society_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1590

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.133

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.134

Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We consider that this paragraph should acknowledge not just the cumulative effects of the redevelopment of this site
with the Garden Town, but also with the major expansion of nearby Princes Risborough. Our Parish sits between the
two and we are concerned that not enough attention has been paid to this cross-border issue in the evidence work and
that the relevant VALP policies have not made proper provision for co-ordinating these major proposals.

Summary:

We consider that this paragraph should acknowledge not just the cumulative effects of the redevelopment of this site
with the Garden Town, but also with the major expansion of nearby Princes Risborough. Our Parish sits between the
two and we are concerned that not enough attention has been paid to this cross-border issue in the evidence work and
that the relevant VALP policies have not made proper provision for co-ordinating these major proposals.

Change to Plan

Add new final sentence: They must also consider the cumulative effects of development with the planned expansion of
Princes Risborough in Wycombe District.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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1255

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.134

Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv
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Blundel, Colin 32032 Chiltern Society_Redacted.pdf
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1591

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.134

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.135

Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv
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Blundel, Colin 32032 Chiltern Society_Redacted.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.135

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf

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

4.135

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to the listed barrack blocks and other heritage assets at RAF Halton.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Legal?
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.136

Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Blundel, Colin 32032 Chiltern Society_Redacted.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.136

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 301 - 30903 - 4.137 - None

301

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.137

Respondent: Mr John Currell [30903]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The highway link, for vehicles, between RAF Halton and Aylesbury also need to be strengthened.

Summary:

The highway link, for vehicles, between RAF Halton and Aylesbury also need to be strengthened.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.137

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.138

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalesence of 2 distinct
villages. it will be difficult not to, but WEndover would prefer to remain discrete.

Summary:

I agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalesence of 2 distinct
villages. it will be difficult not to, but WEndover would prefer to remain discrete.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Legal?
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4.138

Respondent: Brocksmoor Projects Ltd (Mr Martin Wilkinson)
[29520]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

There is insufficient refererence here to the need to avoid unintended adverse impacts to wendover, due to the
development at RAF Halton. There seems to be no evidence of consideration of the number of incremental car
movements that will be generated by new residents visiting and parking in Wendover when using it as their 'local'
centre.

Summary:

There is insufficient refererence here to the need to avoid unintended adverse impacts to wendover, due to the
development at RAF Halton. There seems to be no evidence of consideration of the number of incremental car
movements that will be generated by new residents visiting and parking in Wendover when using it as their 'local'
centre.

Change to Plan

Specific mention is needed in the planning policy to cater for additional traffic impacts in the nearest town centre, ie
Wendover
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.138

Respondent: Mr John Currell [30903]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The new infrastructure referred to must include enhancements to the infrastructure of Wendover to maintain its
sustainability. Wendover provides the natural "village centre" for RAF Halton redevelopment. Currently the schools and
local health centre are overloaded and will need upgrading to support additional development.
The clock tower junction between High Street and Aylesbury Road (B4009) is congested at peak hours. Some relief
might be gained through the construction of a new link road connecting B4009, Tring Road, with the London Road link
to A413.
2nd Bullet Point is/will be to Aylesbury. The current direct road links are inadequate.

Summary:

The new infrastructure referred to must include enhancements to the infrastructure of Wendover to maintain its
sustainability. Wendover provides the natural "village centre" for RAF Halton redevelopment. Currently the schools and
local health centre are overloaded and will need upgrading to support additional development.
The clock tower junction between High Street and Aylesbury Road (B4009) is congested at peak hours. Some relief
might be gained through the construction of a new link road connecting B4009, Tring Road, with the London Road link
to A413.
2nd Bullet Point is/will be to Aylesbury. The current direct road links are inadequate.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.138

Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.
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Legal?
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Blundel, Colin 32032 Chiltern Society_Redacted.pdf
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.138

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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4.138

The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.
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Respondent: Mr David Saunders [30338]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I wish to support the allocation for redevelopment of the site at RAF Halton, in preference to a site close to Milton
Keynes, on grounds of national policy. Details of this argument are given in the attached pdf file.

Summary:

I wish to support the allocation for redevelopment of the site at RAF Halton, in preference to a site close to Milton
Keynes, on grounds of national policy. Details of this argument are given in the attached pdf file.
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Respondent: Wendover Society (Mr John Mayhead) [31001]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
1 Background
The Wendover Society is a registered charity with over 400 members and has as its objectives to:
a. stimulate public interest and educate the public in the beauty, history and character of the Parish of Wendover,
Buckinghamshire and the care and maintenance thereof;
b. encourage the preservation, development and improvement of features contributing to the pleasant and convenient
living conditions of the inhabitants of Wendover;
c. encourage high standards of architectural planning and building in keeping with the character of Wendover;
This submission is made by the Society Committee and follows us sending our initial thoughts to our members for their
consideration.
Please note our comments relate entirely to the sections of the VALP that affect Wendover / Halton and the immediate
surrounding area.
2 Summary
* The Society recognises the opportunities provided by the latest version of the plan to meet the housing demand whilst
mitigating the effect on Wendover itself
* We applaud the withdrawal of plans to take areas out of the Green Belt
* We welcome recognition that there are no suitable large-scale development sites in Wendover
* We have a serious concern over lack of detail in plan, particularly about the infrastructure implications and the
consequent effect of the 1000 new homes upon Wendover itself
* The Society looks to positively engage with AVDC / DIO / Bucks CC to progress the plan
¬¬¬
3 Detailed comments
The Wendover Society in principle welcomes development that will:
Be sympathetic to the historic nature of the village and in keeping with its conservation area status.
Provide housing and local employment for younger people - helping to keep Wendover as a vibrant community catering
for all age ranges
Be supported by the appropriate level of infrastructure
It is on the basis of the above that we have structured our comments as below.
To be clear, we do not oppose the proposed development at Halton in the VALP
- but we do have serious concerns at the lack of detail there is to substantiate the proposals - particularly in the area of
infrastructure. To that end we find our ability
to fully agree the proposals that affect Wendover is constrained
Whilst recognising that responsibility for some of these details goes beyond the powers or control of AVDC we are
concerned that the VALP has been proposed without us being able to know the Defence Infrastructure Organisation
Masterplan for the Halton site or the supporting infrastructure to be put in place by Bucks CC.
With such a potentially major impact from these proposals on Wendover's historic and conservation area centre we
therefore comment on the issues that are of concern and where we would welcome further dialogue and expansion /
clarity of the plan.
4 Green Belt
We very much applaud the dropping of the draft proposals contained in an earlier version of the plan to remove the
Green Belt status of areas around Wendover. We also fully support the comments about the attraction of the village
lying amongst such a scenic environment and the ANOB area.
Together with the availability of the leisure facility of the National Trust Coombe Hill area, the Wendover Woods
amenity (at Halton), the Weston Turville reservoir and the Ridgeway Path, we believe it is this that's makes Wendover
such an attractive place for residents and visitors alike.
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(We welcomed the comments of a similar nature made by the Planning Inspector in relation to the application for a
development adjacent to Halton Lane at Wendover. These considerations were important in the decision to reject the
applicants appeal)
5 Housing
The proposed 1000 homes seems to be only an initial figure.
Page 117 "4.125 In terms of Wendover, approximately 1,000 homes will come forward during the Plan period at RAF
Halton Camp after its closure in 2022. This is considered to be a realistic and somewhat conservative estimate, and the
figure could increase as detailed master planning is developed. "
This comment is amplified by the following
"4.133 Due to the size of the site, it is expected that there will be further development beyond this plan period, and this
will be part of the Local Plan review. Work is underway on behalf of the DIO in order to establish the broad land uses
that might come forward. This will inform the masterplan supplementary planning document (SPD) for this site."
We are concerned that any agreement to the current proposals will create a precedent for further large scale
development of an unquantified nature. Such an open-ended commitment is not acceptable.
We would request more clarity as what is seen to be the final figure - and request for a 'cap' on number of houses to be
built.
We welcome the fact that the estimated 1,000 house capacity is expected to be met entirely by the conversion of the
many barrack blocks on the site as well as potentially other suitable buildings together with demolishing buildings and
building houses within their footprint where there are no heritage restrictions.
We note that the policy maps included in the VALP designate most of the RAF main site - including the playing fields
bounded by Chestnut Avenue and Halton Lane- as scheduled for housing. This we find unacceptable (due to the loss of
green space and sporting facilities) - and at variance with what we have been told by AVDC as to the location of the
proposed housing.
Wendover is a high cost area for housing - we would look to see specific plans to provide lower cost 'starter homes' and
rentals to meet pent up demand from young couples / families. Only by retaining those currently here and by attracting
more will we keep the Wendover both balanced in terms of age profile and a vibrant community.
In addition, the development of housing that would be attractive to the older generation would help those in Wendover
seeking to 'downsize'.
In view of the above we would look to see more detail of make-up of housing type.
Given the size of the proposed development in relation to the current number of homes in Wendover we would like to
see more emphasis on the development of a discrete community at Halton that minimises the degree of impact on
Wendover and Halton villages. Whilst the plan does appear to cover this in terms of its spatial strategy it does not do
so in terms of the infrastructure planned.
The following comments concentrate on the above issue
6 Retail
The VALP in section 1.15 identifies that increased housing growth would generate an additional requirement of only 29
Sq.m. of retail space. This seems so little it is difficult to comprehend. (When Princess Mary Gate site was developed a
convenience store was provided - however this development is only 400 houses in comparison to the initial 1000 at
Halton.)
It is noted that in para 4.190 it states that 29 sq.m. is too small to make a specific provision for. Hence the 1000 new
houses / a population of perhaps 2500 will have no retail supporting infrastructure, that seems perverse and
unacceptable.
7 Medical
We would very much agree with the view of the Clinical Commissioning Group as summarised in the Infrastructure
Topic Paper
"Particular concern re village infrastructure and the significant healthcare effects that could result from increases in
local population / pressure on services "
It should be borne in mind that the current doctors facilities are overloaded and means that patients have to wait for an
appointment.
Dental facilities are limited to one private practice and one private cosmetic practice
Stoke Mandeville Hospital - even without the extra housing across the Vale and despite extensive rebuilding at the
hospital facilities are already stretched. It is noted that the hospital missed waiting time targets in latest data released.
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Accepting that these facilities are not under the control of AVDC it will be important to ensure that provision is
increased as a result of the increased population that they will serve.
8 Schools
We welcome the proposal for a new primary school to serve the new housing, this would then be additional to the
existing Halton combined primary school which we understand is at capacity. It is not stated what the expected age
range would be at the new primary school. (Note - the existing Wendover primary schools are John Hampden Infant
School (age 4 to 7) and the adjacent Wendover CE Junior School (age 7 to 11).
However, no provision is made for pre-school / nursery or secondary schooling. With the increase in households where
both parents work after having children we believe that specific provision needs to be made at Halton for nursery / preschool facilities to compliment the new primary school.
Recognising that school provision is driven by the number of homes to be built, we are concerned that any subsequent
addition to the number of houses over and above the 1000 planned (see housing above) will be seen in its own right
and not additive to the number planned in the VALP. So, if for instance a further 1000 houses were eventually planned
that would not generate a requirement for a secondary school despite the total number ending up at 2000. Already the
relatively recent development at Princes Mary Gate of 400 houses has had to be absorbed by Wendover schools
adding to the pressures there (see John Colet comment below).
Noting that the number of houses proposed falls below the threshold that generates a requirement to provide a
secondary school further consideration needs to be given to this subject. The obvious 'local' secondary school to the
new housing is the John Colet at Wendover. The campus has however already been subject to expansion and more is
already planned and approved - before any consideration of the 1000 extra homes.
Not only is this a school capacity issue but also a road traffic issue - already, now, without any extra school traffic there
are road safety concerns on roads approaching the schools.
The currently planned and approved expansion of the schools will lead to an increase of vehicular traffic during schools
opening and closure times - this will compound the already poor safety issues for pedestrians and only add to the
existing considerable inconvenience suffered by the residents of nearby roads. As more and more pupils who live
outside of catchment / walking distance join the schools this problem will be exacerbated due to the increased rate of
car drop-offs. In addition, even without the expansion, currently one of the school buses collecting pupils habitually
parks over the entire pavement near the bottom of Wharf Road - there is just nowhere else for it to park!
Approximately 209 properties* are already directly affected by school drop off traffic which is considerable despite the
efforts to encourage 'walk to school'. As many residents have pointed out this is an issue not just of inconvenience but
also more importantly of safety. In addition, since the previous expansion of the schools there has been an increase in
student parking on the neighbouring roads due to the unwillingness of the John Colet school to provide parking on-site.
( *Roads directly affected - Manor Crescent, Manor Road, Wharf Road, Swan Mews, Icknield Close, Grange Gardens
and The Paddocks)
The current situation is dangerous and also intolerable for nearby residents. This is before the planned expansion and
the further impact of the proposed 1000 homes at Halton. Previously suggestions have been put forward about building
a new school entrance for vehicles off the Tring road (B4009). There is an existing roundabout that would provide an
ideal access point. This is needed now - and will be even more so when pupils go to the John Colet as a result of the
Halton development.
9 Employment
There are civilian employees who will lose their jobs when the RAF exit Halton camp. Together with new housing
residents this will generate a demand for employment. (We have approached RAF Halton to ask about the current
number of civilian employees but they have not replied. (Our estimates would put the number at 300)
Although this is a subject to be covered in the Halton Masterplan it is hoped that sufficient provision will be made on the
RAF site for employment opportunities and it is not just a housing ghetto that is planned.
10 Transport
The absence of retail, medical and secondary school facilities on the proposed development will only cause more traffic
into Wendover as the nearest retail centre. It is obvious that the vast majority of the new residents will see Wendover
as their 'local' centre - this is in addition to those new residents there who will be commuting to London using Wendover
Station.
We are concerned that no mention is made of road or parking improvements in the village to handle the extra traffic
either visiting Wendover or travelling through it to access the Amersham / Aylesbury roads or the station has been
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mentioned.
Commenting on some of the detail:
10.1 Traffic flows
The VALP makes reference to transport modelling that has been carried out. However as presented it is rather
confusing
The Transport Topic Paper appended to the VALP information states
"3.21 Lastly there are overall reductions in travel time and congestion on the B4009 through Wendover in the
DS+mitigation scenario."
This is the only mention of Wendover in the document and there is no mention of what the DS+mitigation actions are to
reduce the travel time?
The B4009 is the road from Halton into the centre of the village so with 1000 houses going in at Halton - and
presumably at least 2000 cars using the roads - this comment is therefore vital in understanding what is planned for - or
not.
There is a mention the main VALP plan on page 126 to junction improvements at Halton onto the B4009 / Upper
Icknield Way - presumably to aid the inhabitants of the 1000 homes getting onto the B4009, but we do not see this as
particularly relevant to traffic through Wendover itself?
The position is further confused by a comment in section 1.2 of the 'Reg19 draft - Infrastructure Delivery plan', here it
says in relation to Wendover
"A further transport model will be required to assess the impact of this site on the local network."
The position is made further unclear by the Phase 3 countywide traffic modelling notes (p.27):
"...the Countywide Model has limited network coverage in [the area of Halton and Wendover], and as a result the traffic
to and from the [RAF Halton site] loads directly onto the B4009 as opposed to the local road network (which is not
included in the modelled network). This methodology ensures that the wider strategic impact of the [RAF Halton site] is
included in the modelled results, despite the limited network coverage in this area; however the limitation is that any
local impacts in Halton will not be captured."
In its technical note the Jacobs Report on Countywide Local Plan modelling (16 August 2017) suggests traffic will avoid
the Wendover High Street congestion by using Hale Road and Church lane as a diversionary route. This seems a
dangerous assumption to make, the roads are unlit at night and extremely narrow, a volume of traffic using it as a 'rat
run' would result in an extremely hazardous situation and we feel such an assumption is totally unacceptable
It is not clear therefore how traffic flows have been assessed / planned to be mitigated and what level of statistical
reliability can be ascribed to the data. We think the effect of the planned new housing and its traffic / parking effect
should be completely reassessed.
10.2 Car parking
There seems to be no evidence of consideration of the number of incremental car movements that will be generated by
new residents visiting and parking in Wendover when using it as their 'local' centre.
Whilst car parking on the new housing space itself will be covered by T5 (page 207) no mention is made of parking
provision in Wendover village itself.
Car parking in Wendover is already a critical issue. It has become much worse over time due to:
* Incremental population of the village itself with new development
* The development of Princess Mary Gate housing (400 homes)
* Increased usage of Wendover station - and consequent increase in parking in residential roads due to exorbitant
station car park charges (£7.50 per day/ £92.00 per month)
* Increased leisure visitors attracted by the location / coffee shops / restaurants etc.
The above increase in demand has not been met by any increase of scale in extra parking spaces, relatively few have
been able to be provided due to the constraints of land in the village centre. Demand for parking of late has also meant
that a hazardous situation has developed on the B4009 as it meets the Clock Tower with cars parked on the road by
Bank Farm.
Parking in Wendover has been a running sore for residents over many years. The Society believes that the only
realistic solution to our problems has to be the 'double-decking' of the central car park. This is an issue that has been
talked about for years, with differing views within the village, but with the existing problems and the potential of so many
more houses to come it is something that all involved need to 'bite the bullet' on.
10.3 Walking / Cycling
There are numerous mentions in the VALP of walking / cycling, but we would have to question if that is going to be the
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means of transport of choice for the new residents. E.g.
4.131 "The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) has confirmed that RAF Halton is to close in 2022 and because it
is in reasonable walking and cycling distance of Wendover's services and facilities, it is appropriate that it be
redeveloped for housing and other associated uses. "
We would question the basis for this conclusion especially in the case of walking.
For instance, the development site is 48* minutes round trip walk to and from Wendover and going back it is
additionally uphill. Already the vast majority of residents at Princess Mary Gate which is nearer to the village centre use
a car and the railway station is even further than the time quoted above. This timing is based on a fit and able-bodied
person walking in fine weather, those who are infirm / with pushchair or children / walking in inclement weather / with
shopping bags - or any permutation thereof would take even longer.
(* Elapsed time from Halton Camp main entrance on B4009 to the centre of Wendover High Street, add 12 minutes if to
Wendover Train Station and back)
Although walking and cycling may be desirable on health or other grounds we would challenge if this is a valid planning
assumption to make. Coupled with the lack of retail space planned at the Halton housing areas we find this an
unacceptable situation and would request a review of this subject.
10.4 Public Transport
Whilst mention is made of the public transport provision we wonder how viable an alternative that would be. Bus
services to / from Wendover are not that frequent and even if the bus operators were to extend more routes to Halton
would there be sufficient demand to justify a frequency of service that would be attractive to residents?

11 Water & Sewage
All utility supplies have capacity issues, and in particular we recall that Water/Sewage was considered a real problem
during the planning of the Princess Mary Gate Development.
The removal of RAF Personnel on a one for one basis with new residents would use the same utility capacity, but any
net increase in population will further strain capacity.
Bearing in mind the longer-term size of housing development on the RAF camp we hope this aspect has been fully
evaluated
12 Conclusion
The VALP, if agreed, presents both opportunity and challenges for Wendover. We welcome the benefits the latest
version brings and would urge that the infrastructure issues are reassessed.
The Wendover Society stands ready to contribute in a positive vein to future discussion.
John Mayhead CBE
Chairman - on behalf of The Wendover Society
November 2017.
Copied to
Cllr Steve Bowles
Cllr Peter Strachan
Cllr Richard Newcombe
Wendover parish Council
Halton Parish Council
Please note i have tried to download a representation form from the website indicated but this link dod not seem to
work.
Please acknowledge this mail and attachment as a valid submission
John Mayhead CBE
Chairman - The Wendover Society
Summary:

The Society recognises the opportunities provided by the latest version of the plan to meet the housing demand whilst
mitigating the effect on Wendover itself.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

We applaud the withdrawal of plans to take areas out of the Green Belt
We welcome recognition that there are no suitable large-scale development sites in Wendover.
We have a serious concern over lack of detail in plan, particularly about the infrastructure implications and the
consequent effect of the 1000 new homes upon Wendover itself.
The Society looks to positively engage with AVDC / DIO / Bucks CC to progress the plan.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mr John Currell [30903]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I support this proposal, but must object to the lack of detail.
To build houses at here rather than in Wendover is good.
Proper reference must be made to all the necessary infrastructure requirements and the potential adverse impact on
facilities in Wendover.

Summary:

I support this proposal, but must object to the lack of detail.
To build houses at here rather than in Wendover is good.
Proper reference must be made to all the necessary infrastructure requirements and the potential adverse impact on
facilities in Wendover.

Change to Plan

Need for:
Improved highway links to Aylesbury.
Highway improvements to relieve Wendover.
Breakdown of housing types - affordable starter homes, homes for rent etc.
Public off-street parking provision in Wendover, which is the local centre. Add second storey to existing AVDC car park
Need for better local health and medical facilities, Wendover's are overloaded.
Need for additional secondary school provision. Why not provide a new secondary school within the RAF campus.
The existing secondary school site could then be the base for an enhanced local medical centre and further
community rooms.
RAF Halton's sports and leisure facilities are heavily used by Wendover residents and people from throughout the
District and beyond. They must be retained and developed into an easily accessible District wide sports centre.
Community meeting facilities are scarce in the Wendover/Halton area. The new development should be used to
address this lack.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mr J Bryson [28420]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposed 1000 homes seems to be only an initial figure.
I am concerned that any agreement to the current proposals will create a precedent for further large scale development
of an unquantified nature. Such an open-ended commitment is not acceptable.

Summary:

The proposed 1000 homes seems to be only an initial figure.
I am concerned that any agreement to the current proposals will create a precedent for further large scale development
of an unquantified nature. Such an open-ended commitment is not acceptable.
(Officer note: element changed from 4.133 to D-HAL003 RAF Halton)

Change to Plan

I would request more clarity as what is seen to be the final figure for housing - and request for a 'cap' on number of
houses to be built.
I welcome the fact that the estimated 1,000 house capacity is expected to be met entirely by the conversion of the
many barrack blocks on the site as well as potentially other suitable buildings together with demolishing buildings and
building houses within their footprint where there are no heritage restrictions.
I note that the policy maps included in the VALP designate most of the RAF main site - including the playing fields
bounded by Chestnut Avenue and Halton Lane- as scheduled for housing. This I find unacceptable (due to the loss of
green space and sporting facilities) - and at variance with what we have been told by AVDC as to the location of the
proposed housing. Wendover is a high cost area for housing - I would look to see specific plans to provide lower cost
'starter homes' and rentals to meet pent up demand from young couples / families. Only by retaining those currently
here and by attracting more will we keep the Wendover both balanced in terms of age profile and a vibrant community.
In addition, the development of housing that would be attractive to the older generation would help those in Wendover
seeking to 'downsize'.
In view of the above I would look to see more detail of make-up of housing type.
Given the size of the proposed development in relation to the current number of homes in Wendover I would like to see
more emphasis on the development of a discrete community at Halton that minimises the degree of impact on
Wendover and Halton villages. Whilst the plan does appear to cover this in terms of its spatial strategy it does not do
so in terms of the infrastructure planned.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mr J Bryson [28420]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposed 1000 homes seems to be only an initial figure. I am concerned that any agreement to the current
proposals will create a precedent for further large scale development of an unquantified nature. Such an open-ended
commitment is not acceptable

Summary:

The proposed 1000 homes seems to be only an initial figure. I am concerned that any agreement to the current
proposals will create a precedent for further large scale development of an unquantified nature. Such an open-ended
commitment is not acceptable

Change to Plan

We would request more clarity as what is seen to be the final figure - and request for a 'cap' on number of houses to be
built.
In view of the above we would look to see more detail of make-up of housing type particularly in terms of affordable
housing, rented properties and properties suitable for retired residents who wish to downsize.
In view of the above I would look to see more detail of make-up of housing type.
Given the size of the proposed development in relation to the current number of homes in Wendover I would like to see
more emphasis on the development of a discrete community at Halton that minimises the degree of impact on
Wendover and Halton villages. Whilst the plan does appear to cover this in terms of its spatial strategy it does not do
so in terms of the infrastructure planned.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mr J Bryson [28420]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Plans for RAF Halton site do not take sufficient account of the need for additional school places, particularly nursery
and secondary school places to support the 1000 home development

Summary:

Plans for RAF Halton site do not take sufficient account of the need for additional school places, particularly nursery
and secondary school places to support the 1000 home development

Change to Plan

Specific provision needs to be made at Halton for nursery / pre-school facilities to compliment the new primary school.
Specific consideration also needs to be made at Halton for additional secondary school places, ideally a new
secondary school to support the likely final total number of homes to be delivered on the site.
Recognising that school provision is driven by the number of homes to be built, I am concerned that any subsequent
addition to the number of houses over and above the 1000 planned (see housing above) will be seen in its own right
and not additive to the number planned in the VALP. So, if for instance a further 1000 houses were eventually planned
that would not generate a requirement for a secondary school despite the total number ending up at 2000. Already the
relatively recent development at Princes Mary Gate of 400 houses has had to be absorbed by Wendover schools
adding to the pressures there (see John Colet comment below).
Noting that the number of houses proposed falls below the threshold that generates a requirement to provide a
secondary school further consideration needs to be given to this subject. The obvious 'local' secondary school to the
new housing is the John Colet at Wendover. The campus has however already been subject to expansion and more is
already planned and approved - before any consideration of the 1000 extra home
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mr Derek Larkin [32018]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Sir, Please pass this letter to the relevant department. I have looked at the VALP and am concerned about some of the
plans for Halton after the proposed closure of RAF Halton in 2022.
I am surprised that you want to build on the site currently occupied by the Nuffield Pavillion and artificial sports pitch. I
would have thought this excellent sporting facility could be retained by the council for use by local schools, and, on a
fee payment basis, by adult sporting/social clubs. I understand that this centre was funded by the Nuffield Trust, not
MOD. Although MOD owns the land, I wonder if there is a covenant covering the disposal of the building relating to the
Trust. Perhaps you could investigate this point.
I think 1000 extra homes is over the top especially as no new infrastructure, such as a medical centre, is proposed.
One thousand new homes these days usually means up to 2000 extra vehicles. Aylesbury and its surrounding parishes
are already awash with vehicles. Another 2000 cars would not be welcome without drastic improvements to the local
road system to accommodate them.
There will be acres of brown field sites available for new build after the closure of RAF Halton. I can see no valid reason
for any lifting of the designated green belt areas.
Regards Derek Larkin. Resident Halton Village.

Summary:

I am surprised that you want to build on the site currently occupied by the Nuffield Pavillion and artificial sports pitch. I
would have thought this excellent sporting facility could be retained. I think 1000 extra homes is over the top especially
as no new infrastructure, such as a medical centre, is proposed. One thousand new homes these days usually means
up to 2000 extra vehicles. There will be acres of brown field sites available for new build after the closure of RAF
Halton. I can see no valid reason for any lifting of the designated green belt areas.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

AVDC should be working with others to oppose the closure of this historic RAF base which brings employment and
finance to our district rather than seeking an opportunistic development on the site.

Summary:

AVDC should be working with others to oppose the closure of this historic RAF base which brings employment and
finance to our district rather than seeking an opportunistic development on the site.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The announcement that RAF Halton will close was made in November 2016. AVDC changed their previous draft plan to
include RAF land. As this appears to have been done in a rush there is no supporting evidence that a full stagey review
of the suitability of such a large development has been made. Such a large development will impact on surrounding
villages, particularly Wendover which has insufficient infrastructure to support such a large new community. Halton
roads are unsuitable for increased traffic. Halton Lane is a rat run with 5,000 vehicles a day with average speeds of
48mph exceeding the speed limit of 30mph. Perch Bridge has a weight limit of 7.5 tonnes and is currently being
monitored due to cracks appearing. Several vehicles exceeding the weight limit have been seen using the bridge.
Increased traffics form a large development and further rat running has the potential to seriously damage the bridge
further.

Summary:

Insufficient evidence to demonstrate that any development at Halton is sustainable

Change to Plan

Provide full evidence that a full strategic review has taken place and how all infrastructure issues will be addressed
and that Halton is suitable and can sustain such a large development.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Keith Ware [31035]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

There are no proposed infrastructure road improvements that would mitigate against the proposed development at the
RAF Halton site. The addition of 1000+ houses will have a major impact on existing road networks in and around the
area. The local plan identifies a number of sites around the Aylesbury area. What if any transport studies or modelling
have taken place to assess the cumulative effect on existing and or proposed roads if all of the sites are developed.
The existing road network struggles to cope with existing traffic levels. Additional development will only worsen
congestion in and around town. The proposed new road link will do little to help the existing road network.
Have Chiltern Railways been consulted on the scale of proposed development sites and their ability to cope with
anticipated additional passenger levels once these sites are developed. The existing stations and car parks are already
near capacity and Chiltern may struggle to cope with additional demand on their services. As a regular commuter, I can
say it is already difficult to get a seat in rush hour.

Summary:

I have serious concerns about the ability of existing road and rail networks to cope with additional development in and
around Aylesbury and in particular Wendover, when new housing is built on the proposed sites.
Officer Note: reallocated element to D-HAL003 from 1.17 for relevance

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Keith Ware [31035]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Limit development of new housing proportionate to the existing level of housing on the site. 1000 new homes are too
many for existing surrounding communities, infrastructure, transport and road networks.

Summary:

Limit development of new housing proportionate to the existing level of housing on the site. 1000 new homes are too
many for existing surrounding communities, infrastructure, transport and road networks.

Change to Plan

Limit the scale of the proposed development
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Respondent: Mr Brian Thompson [32136]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

See attached report covering
1. Housing Allocation
2. Consultation Process
3. Geography - Where is Halton?
4. Green Belt
5. Infrastructure
6. Policy Map Errors

Summary:

1. Housing allocation.agree with the proposal to limit the housing development at RAF Halton to same footprint and
size as existing and maintaining openness
2. Consultation - Unsound because A - Halton community not properly consulted B - consultation is flawed because of
significant lack of information C - Uncertainities due to various comments about changes in the future withno evidence
to support them provided.
3. Geography - Unsound as plan has fudged the location of RAF Halton as being in Wendover, therefore assumes it is
within walking distance and infrastructure is there. Usurping the role of the Boundary Commission.
4. Green Belt - unsound. There is no compelling case/exceptional case for lifting the green belt in Halton. The VALP
contradicts itself
5. Infrastructure unsound as missing key information. Concern over local GP support
6. Policy map for Halton is unsound contrary to NPPF

Change to Plan

- Engaging the community in the development of the Master plan and SPD for final disposal of RAF Halton land.
- Reinstate Halton as the parish in which RAF Halton is located.
- Remove all references to a phase 2 if no detail is being provided.
- Providing essential information about: - how the environment will be protected including the AONB and existing green
belt land. - preservation of heritage assets in the parish. - proposed provision of sporting facilities and public open
spaces.~ - Provision of medical/health facilities - detailed supporting data about infrastructure such as
allotments,playgrounds community amenities, secondary schools - Information about employment sites within the
development particularly retail and employment sites.
- Commission work on identifying the missing infrastructure - clearly a preceding piece of work before the masterplan
can be agreed
- a detailed traffic report which identifies the impacts on the roads in the parish (the existing Jacobs Report August
2017 does not provide this 'This methodology ensures that the wider strategic impact of the development site is
included in the modelled results, despite the limited network coverage in this area; however, the limitation is that any
local impacts in Halton will not be captured.'
- Develops a traffic strategy including paths, cycle lanes and public bus services to minimise the addition journeys
these dwellings will engender.
- - The development of RAF Halton should be separated from any linkage to Wendover - The needs of all the
infrastructure and facilities are assessed on a Halton basis only as a special case.
- The Plan could be made sound by removing these references to removing green belt status in the future.
- The SPD should engage the local community and address the missing and necessary infrastructure
- The IDP should be updated to gain more definition and make it transparent that the Infrastructure supports the
population/housing growth.
- If the Policy Map for Halton is changed to reflect- mixed use areas are identified, heritage land removed from potential
residential housing along with playing fields then I believe it will become compliant and sound.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Trust wish to raise the need for this allocation to provide a contribution towards the restoration of the Wendover
Arm of the Grand union canal and its towpath in order to mitigate against additional use that this allocation will bring
and to ensure completion of the Grand Union Triangle walking and cycling route as an important Green Infrastructure
asset.

Summary:

The Trust wish to raise the need for this allocation to provide a contribution towards the restoration of the Wendover
Arm of the Grand union canal and its towpath in order to mitigate against additional use that this allocation will bring
and to ensure completion of the Grand Union Triangle walking and cycling route as an important Green Infrastructure
asset.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board does not object to the re-use of this previously developed site provided that full
account and care is taken with the setting of the Chilterns AONB, which wraps around two sides of this large site. The
woodland setting helps with reducing harm to AONB views (unlike RAF Halton Airfield where the Board would object to
development). Please see our Position Statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the Chilterns
AONB at www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development.html. Particular care will be needed over
design, heights, external lighting and traffic generation, as well as protecting the site's rich heritage and existing trees.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board does not object to the re-use of this previously developed site provided that full
account and care is taken with the setting of the Chilterns AONB, which wraps around two sides of this large site. The
woodland setting helps with reducing harm to AONB views (unlike RAF Halton Airfield where the Board would object to
development). Please see our Position Statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the Chilterns
AONB at www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development.html. Particular care will be needed over
design, heights, external lighting and traffic generation, as well as protecting the site's rich heritage and existing trees.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 968 - 32165 - D-HAL003 RAF Halton - i

968

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Martin Holden [32165]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy map shows housing allocation on the sports facilities and playing fields off Chestnut Ave and Halton lane, this is
contrary to council and national planning policy.
Part of the land of Halton House (Listed) also appear allocated for housing , also contrary to policy.
Local plan proposes future removal of Green Belt ,but no evidence to support this.
Statement should be removed from local plan report.
There is no detail of infrastructure t support changes to area.

Summary:

Policy map shows housing allocation on the sports facilities and playing fields off Chestnut Ave and Halton lane, this is
contrary to council and national planning policy.
Part of the land of Halton House (Listed) also appear allocated for housing , also contrary to policy.
Local plan proposes future removal of Green Belt ,but no evidence to support this.
Statement should be removed from local plan report.
There is no detail of infrastructure t support changes to area.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: J Mapleston-Stroud [32181]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sir / Madam
I am writing with regards to the allocation of RAF Halton for 1,000 homes in the draft Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
I am broadly opposed to the allocation on the basis that the site seems to have been allocated with very little
consideration given to its impact on existing residents. For example, 1,000 extra houses will cause gridlock on local
roads, and there does not seem to be a clear plan for avoiding this.
I am also opposed to this development as the site is in the Green Belt. As there are presumably many other brownfield
sites available in the Vale, I fear that this could place the Plan at risk of being found unsound. We cannot allow this to
happen and risk yet more speculative development.
Yours Faithfully
J. Mapleston - Stroud

Summary:

Object to HAL003 because of the impacts on the existing residents, e.g. road congestion and because the site is in the
Green Belt, there are presumably many other brownfield sites available in the Vale, I fear that this could place the Plan
at risk of being found unsound.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: DIO Safety Environment & Engineering (Ms
Debbie Baker) [32228]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter confirming the safeguarding position of the Ministry of Defence in respect of the above
consultation.

Summary:

The proposed Local Plan for The Vale of Aylesbury lies within the statutory height, technical, explosive and birdstrike
safeguarding consultation zones surrounding Halton airfield.
Therefore, this office would need to be consulted on all planning consultations for this area.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Mrs J Goward [32328]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I would like to object to the plan to allocate RAF Halton for as many as 1,000 houses. It is wholly unnecessary to
allocate this Green Belt site, near to the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, when there are other options.
Councillors should think again before rushing ahead with such a big change to the local plan.

Summary:

objecting to RAF Halton site allocation due to GB, AONB proximity

Change to Plan

Remove RAF Halton site allocation
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4. Strategic Delivery

D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: T Nichaly [32339]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

As part of the consultation on the local plan I would like to register my objection to RAF Halton being set aside for a
large number of homes.
These are already significant problems with traffic in the area, and these proposals will only make matters worse.
Building so many new homes on RAF Halton will encourage people to treat the local villages as a rat run and cause
severe congestion. Yet there seem to be no plans for improving local infrastructure to help cope with the extra pressure.

Summary:

Object to inclusion of to RAF Halton due to traffic issues and risk of Halton being used as a rat run by new residents.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: P Bennewith [32341]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I believe the VALP should be modified to remove the allocation at RAF Halton.
With little consultation, the decision to allocated this site is high presumptuous. There are unanswered questions about
whether 1,000 houses on this the site is deliverable or appropriate.
RAF Halton falls within the 10% of the borough which is in the greenbelt. A major development here would be contrary
to national policy.

Summary:

Object to the allocation of Halton camp due to deliverability, appropriate and relationship and impact on GB.

Change to Plan

Remove Halton Camp allocation
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Respondent: Miriam Hodson [32343]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I would like to register my objection to allocation HAL003 in the draft. I understand there are serious questions over the
site's potential for development, and furthermore it iis not available until 2022.
As this will not help fix the housing crisis, I believe a more deliverable site should be allocated in its place until more
details are available.

Summary:

objection to allocation HAL003 in the draft. I understand there are serious questions over the site's potential for
development, and furthermore it iis not available until 2022.
As this will not help fix the housing crisis, I believe a more deliverable site should be allocated in its place until more
details are available.
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Respondent: K Gordon [32344]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I wish to oppose the allocation of RAF Halton in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
The site will not come forward for development until 2022, so it will not help to address the current housing crisis or
help people to stay in the District. Surely there must be sites which can be delivered faster to help fix this urgent
problem?

Summary:

oppose the allocation of RAF Halton in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
The site will not come forward for development until 2022, so it will not help to address the current housing crisis or
help people to stay in the District. Surely there must be sites which can be delivered faster to help fix this urgent
problem?
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Respondent: Sarah O'Carroll [32345]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I understand that the council is seeking views on the 'Local Plan'.
While there is a need for new homes in Aylesbury Vale, RAF Halton is the wrong place to put them.
RAF Halton is in the Green Belt, and both national policy and common sense says we should exhaust other options
before deciding to build on the Green Belt. This is even more the case for a sensitive site like RAF Halton, which has
so much history and local wildlife.
Adding RAF Halton to the plan is unnecessary and the Council should think again about how to meet our housing need.

Summary:

While there is a need for new homes in Aylesbury Vale, RAF Halton is the wrong place to put them.
RAF Halton is in the Green Belt, and both national policy and common sense says we should exhaust other options
before deciding to build on the Green Belt. This is even more the case for a sensitive site like RAF Halton, which has
so much history and local wildlife.
Adding RAF Halton to the plan is unnecessary and the Council should think again about how to meet our housing need.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Richard Birch [28928]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing with regards to the proposed allocation of RAF Halton in the Local Plan for 1000 homes.
I strongly oppose the sudden allocation of a Green Belt site for so much housing at this late stage in the Plan process.
There has been hardly aby consultation with local residents, and I cannot see evidence that a proper Green Belt review
has been carried out on the site.
I would urge you to remove this site from the Local Plan and give local people more of a say.

Summary:

I strongly oppose the sudden allocation of a Green Belt site for so much housing at this late stage in the Plan process.
There has been hardly aby consultation with local residents, and I cannot see evidence that a proper Green Belt review
has been carried out on the site.
I would urge you to remove this site from the Local Plan and give local people more of a say.
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Respondent: R Hall [32346]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing to you to express my concern for the above allocation. The site is in the Green Belt, we have plenty of
brownfield sites and I don't believe the council have done the appropriate assessments which hoes against the national
planning policy (which states that brownfield sites should be considered before anything in the Green Belt).
The decision to allocate for housing is premature as insufficient consultation and assessment have been carried out.
Andd it is completely unnecessary to allocate the site immediately as there will be an immediate Local Plan review
once the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is adopted.
I trust you will bear this in mind when considering the Plan.

Summary:

The site is in the Green Belt, we have plenty of brownfield sites and I don't believe the council have done the
appropriate assessments which hoes against the national planning policy (which states that brownfield sites should be
considered before anything in the Green Belt).
The decision to allocate for housing is premature as insufficient consultation and assessment have been carried out.
Andd it is completely unnecessary to allocate the site immediately as there will be an immediate Local Plan review
once the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is adopted.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Sir/ Madam

Agent:

[32347]

N/A

Full Text:

Please accept this letter as a representation against the development of RAF Halton, which I understand is being
proposed in the Local Plan.
The allocation seems to be a knee jerk reaction to meet the Vale's housing targets, given that it has been added to the
Plan at much a late stage with so little consultation. Please reconsider this proposal until such time as more detailed
assessments of its sustainability, and more consultation with the community, have been carried out.

Summary:

Please accept this letter as a representation against the development of RAF Halton, which I understand is being
proposed in the Local Plan.
The allocation seems to be a knee jerk reaction to meet the Vale's housing targets, given that it has been added to the
Plan at much a late stage with so little consultation. Please reconsider this proposal until such time as more detailed
assessments of its sustainability, and more consultation with the community, have been carried out.
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Respondent: Sir/ Madam [32348]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I would like to oppose the development at Halton RAF which is being proposed in the draft Local Plan.
Although I am aware that the site will not come forward until 2022, we already suffer from traffic problems in the local
area, and 1000 extra homes will make this far worse.
In the Council's documents I cannot see any attempt to mitigate this impact or to improve local infrastructure. There
also does not seem to be a strategy to manage all the extra car journeys the development will generate.

Summary:

oppose the development at Halton RAF which is being proposed in the draft Local Plan.
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Respondent: Sir/ Madam [32358]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please register this letter of objection to allocation HAL003 (RAF Halton) in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
National planning policy states that brownfield sites should be considered before Green Belt ones, and RAF Halton is in
the Green Belt. As 90% of the District is not in the Green Belt, I do not believe the council can have considered all other
options for housing as it is supposed to do. I also can see no evidence of full Green Belt assessment ever having been
carried out on the site.
Please remove this allocation from the Plan in favour of a brownfield site

Summary:

objection to allocation HAL003 (RAF Halton) in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Change to Plan

remove this allocation from the Plan in favour of a brownfield site
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Respondent: JS Ince [32361]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please accept this as a letter objection to the proposed allocation of RAF Halton for 1,000 houses.
I can see no evidence that this site's suitability for such a large number of houses has been properly assessed,
particularly with regard to its impact on local heritage assets, which includes several Listed Buildings and a scheduled
monument. I also believe that development will cause severe harm to valuable local ecology sites, such as the adjacent
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Summary:

objection to the proposed allocation of RAF Halton for 1,000 houses.
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Respondent: Mr Michael Hodson [32362]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I oppose the suggestion that RAF Halton be allocate for new homes. I don't believe the Council have properly
consulted on such a significant change to the Local Plan, nor has the harm it could do to the heritage and ecology of
such an important place been fully considered.

Summary:

oppose the suggestion that RAF Halton be allocate for new homes.
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

Respondent: Mrs K McSweeney [32363]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I wish to register my opposition to the proposed allocation of RAF Halton for 1,000 homes in the Local Plan.
As well as being on the Green Belt, which the Council is supposed to project, the site is close to the areas of significant
ecology and heritage value, such as Halton House and the Chilterns AOB. No evidence is available to indicate that
these have been considered when allocating the site, and I therefore do not believe it can be justified.

Summary:

I wish to register my opposition to the proposed allocation of RAF Halton for 1,000 homes in the Local Plan.
As well as being on the Green Belt, which the Council is supposed to project, the site is close to the areas of significant
ecology and heritage value, such as Halton House and the Chilterns AOB. No evidence is available to indicate that
these have been considered when allocating the site, and I therefore do not believe it can be justified.
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Respondent: B Ward [32364]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please accept this objection to the proposal to allocate RAF Halton (HAL003) for housing.
In addition to the harm this could do to the local ecology and landscape, including on the Chiltern Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty and Wendover Woods wildlife site, it would also cause significant harm to the local heritage. There are
several listed buildings and monuments on the site. But I have seen no evidence that this has been properly considered
before rushing to allocate the site for 1,000 houses.

Summary:

Please accept this objection to the proposal to allocate RAF Halton (HAL003) for housing.
In addition to the harm this could do to the local ecology and landscape, including on the Chiltern Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty and Wendover Woods wildlife site, it would also cause significant harm to the local heritage. There are
several listed buildings and monuments on the site. But I have seen no evidence that this has been properly considered
before rushing to allocate the site for 1,000 houses.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mark Cox [32360]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing to oppose the allocation of RAF Halton (ref: HAL003) in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
The site is located in the Green Belt which is supposed to be protected from development. National planning policy
states that all other sites should be considered for housing first, and as 90% of the District is not in the Green Belt, I do
not believe that the Council can have done this at all.
Development of RAF Halton will also harm the setting of the nearby Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and historic
Listed Buildings, which add so much to the character of our area.
I therefore believe that this site is unsustainable for development, and would urge the Council to reconsider its
allocation.

Summary:

The site is located in the Green Belt which is supposed to be protected from development. National planning policy
states that all other sites should be considered for housing first, and as 90% of the District is not in the Green Belt, I do
not believe that the Council can have done this at all.
Development of RAF Halton will also harm the setting of the nearby AONB and historic Listed Buildings, which add so
much to the character of our area.
This site is therefore unsustainable for development, and I would urge the Council to reconsider its allocation.
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Respondent: Mr Ivan Welbourne [32365]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing to register my opposition to the allocation of RAF Halton for 1,000 homes in the VALP.
Aside from the issue of allocating a Green Belt site for so many houses, I am particularly concerned that development
on this scale will have a substantial impact on traffic in my local area. There does not appear to be a clear strategy to
deal with all the additional car trips through local villages, or to provide or improve infrastructure to reduce congestion.
Until such information can be provided to local residents, I do not believe the allocation should remain in place.

Summary:

Aside from the issue of allocating a Green Belt site for so many houses, I am particularly concerned that development
on this scale will have a substantial impact on traffic in my local area. There does not appear to be a clear strategy to
deal with all the additional car trips through local villages, or to provide or improve infrastructure to reduce congestion.
Until such information can be provided to local residents, I do not believe the allocation should remain in place.
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Respondent: Mr and Mrs Bill and Linda Page [32370]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing regarding the allocation of RAF Halton in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Given the current housing crisis, I do not believe it is acceptable to allocate a site that will be unavailable for
development until 2022. While RAF Halton clearly represents an opportunity for development, there must be other
locations where new housing could be built sooner.
I therefore think that development of the site should be properly considered in liaison with the local community during
the upcoming Local Plan Review, and a more deliverable site allocated in its place in the VALP.

Summary:

I am writing regarding the allocation of RAF Halton in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Given the current housing crisis, I do not believe it is acceptable to allocate a site that will be unavailable for
development until 2022. While RAF Halton clearly represents an opportunity for development, there must be other
locations where new housing could be built sooner.
I therefore think that development of the site should be properly considered in liaison with the local community during
the upcoming Local Plan Review, and a more deliverable site allocated in its place in the VALP.
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Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

We wrote in our response to the previous stage of the Aylesbury Vale Draft Plan the following with respect to RSA3
RAF Halton:
".....we would also have the utmost concern about any of this land being allocated for residential use for the same
reasons as stated for RSA2 above. If allocated for business use then the nature of the business use must be
appropriate for this rural location adjacent to ancient woodland and LWSs. Only business use that could prove that it
would have no negative impact on the wildlife habitats should be permitted."
We consider that the decision to take this forward for residential (1,000 homes) as opposed to business use is of the
utmost concern considering its location close to some of the most biodiversity-rich protected sites within
Buckinghamshire. In particular with respect to recreational impact on SSSIs, ancient woodland and Local Wildlife Sites.
We would question whether a development on this scale (potentially perhaps 2500 - 3000 extra residents) can be
brought forward here without unacceptable adverse impact on the above and below mentioned sites (contrary to
paragraphs 117 and 118 of the NPPF) which already suffer from recreational impact on biodiversity. If this site is to be
taken forward for residential use then the number of homes should be reduced considerably and at least 50% of the
site allocated for the creation of biodiversity-rich priority habitats to provide an alternative recreational area for residents
seeking an attractive natural space for recreation, so as to reduce recreational impact on the below mentioned sites. It
is not clear at all that the figure of 1000 homes has been informed by ecological survey and masterplanning.
The site allocation includes within its boundaries a Local Wildlife Site (LWS), RAF Halton: N & SW of Haddington Hill
split into two sites and incorporating priority habitat. The rich biodiversity of the LWS is vulnerable to both direct impact
and indirect impact (for example from recreational impact, hydrology, lighting, noise and air and water pollution). This
would be contrary to NPPF paragraphs 117 and 118 and would make the plan unsound.
The Site-specific requirements should include reference to avoiding development on the LWS and for the provision of
measures to minimise indirect impacts, including the provision of a substantial buffer of semi-natural habitat.
The site allocation is also immediately adjacent to ancient woodland, an irreplaceable habitat. The rich biodiversity of
the ancient woodland is vulnerable to both direct impact and indirect impact (for example from recreational impact,
hydrology, lighting, noise and air and water pollution). This would be contrary to NPPF paragraphs 117 and 118 (in
particular: "118...... planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient
woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss; and) and
would make the plan unsound.
The Site-specific requirements should include reference to avoiding development on the ancient
woodland and for the provision of measures to minimise indirect impacts, including the provision of a substantial buffer
of semi-natural habitat, of at least 50m. This buffer could be continuous with any buffer provided for the two LWS sites.
The site is also in close proximity to the following SSSIs, which are also BBOWT nature reserves: Weston Turville
Reservoir SSSI, Aston Clinton Ragpits SSSI, Dancersend SSSI, and also to Wendover Woods LWS. There is a very
high risk that development on this scale will take recreational impact and potentially other indirect impacts (such as air
pollution amongst others) on these sites to levels that will have an adverse impact on the SSSIs and LWS. We
consider that the scale of development proposed at this site allocation is not compatible with paragraph 118 of the
NPPF, in particular the following paragraphs:
118. if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with
less harmful impacts),adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be
refused;......proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest likely to have an
adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (either individually or in combination with other developments)
should not normally be permitted. Where an adverse effect on the site's notified special interest features is likely, an
exception should only be made where the benefits of the development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts
that it is likely to have on the features of the site that make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on
the national network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest;"
Bearing in mind the above we would question whether the site is appropriate to be allocated for residential development
(and, indeed, for some forms of business use). If the use of the site for residential development is proceeded with then
the number of houses should be reduced considerably and at least 50% of the space allocated for the creation of
priority habitats of a similar nature to the surrounding SSSIs, LWSs and ancient woodland, and managed for the
lifetime of the development, so that they will provide an alternative recreational space for residents seeking outdoor
recreation in a natural space and thus aiming to reduce impact on the SSSIs. This should be in addition to any green
space containing amenity grassland, play areas, sports and recreation fields and other land uses of lesser biodiversity
value.
Whilst such provision should serve to reduce the level of additional recreational visits to the sites there could still be
expected to be a substantial increase as the above provision could not entirely replicate the sites. Provision would also
be needed for development to provide for funded management plans, for the lifetime of the development, for the above
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D-HAL003 RAF Halton

mentioned sites, to include developer funded measures such as fencing and wardening, so that the increased
recreational impact can be mitigated to a level so that there is no adverse impact on the SSSIs, LWSs and ancient
woodland.
Summary:

Residential development at this scale in this location is likely to cause adverse impact to SSSIs, Local Wildlife Sites
and ancient woodland (an irreplaceable habitat), that are either nearby, adjacent or within the site boundary, contrary to
NPPF paragraphs 117 and 118.
We would question whether the site is appropriate to be allocated for residential development. If the use of the site for
residential development is proceeded with then the number of houses should be reduced considerably and at least
50% of the space allocated for the creation of priority habitats to reduce impact.

Change to Plan

We do not consider that the figure of 1,000 homes proposed is deliverable without further work to assess potential
impact on protected sites for biodiversity, including SSSIs, LWSs and ancient woodland. The work would need to
demonstrate that no adverse impact on the above mentioned sites would occur. We would suggest that the proposal
be scaled down considerably in terms of number of houses to avoid such adverse impacts, along with other measures
set out below.
Include text as follows in the Site-specific Requirements:
Development should avoid the Local Wildlife Site and measures should be provided to minimise indirect impacts on the
LWS, including the provision of a substantial buffer of semi-natural habitat and the provision of sufficient recreational
green space within the development so as to minimise recreational impact on the LWS.
Measures should be provided to minimise indirect impacts on the adjacent ancient woodland (an irreplaceable habitat),
including the provision of a substantial buffer of semi-natural habitat, of at least 50m, and the provision of sufficient
recreational green space within the development so as to minimise recreational impact on the LWS.
Measures will be needed to ensure no adverse impact on adjacent or nearby SSSIs, ancient woodland and SSSIs. This
should include on-site provision of at least 50% semi-natural priority habitat creation similar to that provided in these
protected sites so as to provide an alternative natural green space for recreation. This should be in addition to other
forms of GI such as amenity grassland, play areas, recreation fields and sports fields. It should also include developer
funded management plans for the nearby protected sites to manage the impact of recreation and other impacts,
through measures such as fencing and wardening. All these measures should be provided for the lifetime of the
development.
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Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

We consider that the RAF Halton site should remain within the Green Belt in the long term and that any development
should not reduce the openness of the Green Belt. The plan should remove the reference to removing the site from the
Green Belt in the future.
We support the proposal to prepare a Masterplan to design a high quality scheme with landscaping and green
infrastructure to avoid detrimental impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

Change to Plan

The plan should remove the reference to the potential to remove the site from the Green Belt in future to allow for
additional development.
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Respondent: Mr Paul Beever [32378]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing with regards to the proposed allocation of RAF Halton for at least 1,000 houses in the Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan.
I am opposed to this allocation for a number of reasons, but am particularly concerned that a Green Belt site in close
proximity to the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty has been included in the VALP at such a late stage.
There has been limited consultation with local resident, and the Council's documents do not show that sufficient
assessment of the site has been carried out to justify its allocation.

Summary:

I am writing with regards to the proposed allocation of RAF Halton for at least 1,000 houses in the Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan. I am opposed to this allocation for a number of reasons, but am particularly concerned that a Green Belt
site in close proximity to the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty has been included in the VALP at such a late
stage.

Change to Plan

Please reconsider this premature decision and remove this site from the VALP.
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Respondent: M Bonner [32373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I believe with the late inclusion of RAF Halton in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, it cannot be considered that the
Local Plan is justified or consistent with national policy.
No consultation was undertaken on site and it was not assessed in the same way as other sites which have been
proposed. For that reason local people haven't been able to express their view on this very significant allocation.
As a result no consideration has been given to impact on local roads, particularly the likelihood that development at
RAF Halton will lead to rat running through local villages. The infrastructure requirements of this development have
therefore not been considered.

Summary:

RAF Halton cannot be considered that the Local Plan is justified or consistent with national policy.
No consultation was undertaken on site and it was not assessed in the same way as other sites which have been
proposed. For that reason local people haven't been able to express their view on this very significant allocation.
As a result no consideration has been given to impact on local roads, particularly the likelihood that development at
RAF Halton will lead to rat running through local villages. The infrastructure requirements of this development have
therefore not been considered.
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Respondent: Mr Deryk Thomas [32375]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I write with reference to allocation HA003 (RAF Halton) in the draft VALP, and wish to register this letter as a
representation of objection to the development of the site.
I believe it is completely unjustified to allocate a Green Belt site for such a large number of homes, especially in close
proximity to the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There must be more suitable sites elsewhere in Aylesbury
Vale which could provide this housing.

Summary:

I write with reference to allocation HA003 (RAF Halton) in the draft VALP, and wish to register this letter as a
representation of objection to the development of the site.
I believe it is completely unjustified to allocate a Green Belt site for such a large number of homes, especially in close
proximity to the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There must be more suitable sites elsewhere in Aylesbury
Vale which could provide this housing.
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Respondent: Mr Peter Ferrier [32376]

Agent:
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Full Text:

I wish to register my opposition to the allocation of RAF Halton (reference HAL003) for 1,000 houses in the draft Local
Plan.
As I am sure you are aware, national planning policy states that Green Belt should be protected from development, and
that other options should always be considered first. As 90% of the Vale is not Green Belt. I do not believe that AVDC
can have possibly explored all alternative sites, and if its is the case, the Plan in its current form should be found
unsound.
Additionally, I can see no evidence that the council has undertaken a proper Green Belt assessment of the site which
raises serious questions regarding the justification if the sites inclusion.
I hope you will consider my views a local plan resident and remove this site from the Plan.

Summary:

opposition to the allocation of RAF Halton (reference HAL003) for 1,000 houses in the draft Local Plan.
Npp states that Green Belt should be protected from development, and that other options should always be considered
first. As 90% of the Vale is not Green Belt. I do not believe that AVDC can have possibly explored all alternative sites,
and if its is the case, the Plan in its current form should be found unsound.
Additionally, I can see no evidence that the council has undertaken a proper Green Belt assessment of the site which
raises serious questions regarding the justification
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Respondent: A Grey [32377]
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Full Text:

I am writing in relation to the allocation of RAR Halton in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan for 1,000 homes (reference
HAL003)
I believe the Council has not given proper consideration to the site's location in the Green Belt, which I believe should
be protected from development under almost all circumstances. As 90% of the District is not in the Green Belt, the
Council should reconsider whether there are other suitable sites which could replace this one.

Summary:

I am writing in relation to the allocation of RAR Halton in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan for 1,000 homes (reference
HAL003)
I believe the Council has not given proper consideration to the site's location in the Green Belt, which I believe should
be protected from development under almost all circumstances. As 90% of the District is not in the Green Belt, the
Council should reconsider whether there are other suitable sites which could replace this one.
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Respondent: Sir/ Madam [32380]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing in opposition of application number HAL003. Not only is the site in the Green Belt (despite over 90% of the
district not being in the Green Belt) but there are questions over the potential of RAF Halton, including the extent of
developable land, questioning how much development could actually be achieved here?
Furthermore the site in the undeliverable until after 2022, what use will this be to our current housing crisis?
I trust you will consider my views before making decision.

Summary:

I am writing in opposition of application number HAL003. Not only is the site in the Green Belt (despite over 90% of the
district not being in the Green Belt) but there are questions over the potential of RAF Halton, including the extent of
developable land, questioning how much development could actually be achieved here?
Furthermore the site in the undeliverable until after 2022, what use will this be to our current housing crisis?
I trust you will consider my views before making decision.
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Respondent: S Concenty [32381]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing with reference to the RAF Halton site which has been allocated in the VALP, with reference number
HAL003.
I believe that the allocation of the site is unjustified, as brownfield sites appear to have been removed from the Plan to
allow for its inclusion. This is especially concerning due to the site's location in the Green Belt, which is supported to be
protected from development by national policy.
Furthermore, RAF Halton is also close to several areas of particular local interst, such as the Chilterns AONB and
several Listed Buildings. These valuable and historic local sites should protect, and I can see no evidence that these
constraints have even been considered in relation to the proposed development of 1,000 houses.
I would therefore urge you to consider the site's allocation while so little information is available.

Summary:

allocation of the site is unjustified, as brownfield sites appear to have been removed from the Plan to allow for its
inclusion. This is especially concerning due to the site's location in the Green Belt, which is supported to be protected
from development by national policy.
Furthermore, RAF Halton is also close to several areas of particular local interst, such as the Chilterns AONB and
several Listed Buildings. These valuable and historic local sites should protect, and I can see no evidence that these
constraints have even been considered in relation to the proposed development of 1,000 houses.
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Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing to oppose the allocation of RAF Halton in the VALP for 1000 homes.
Development of this site will have a severe impact on traffic in the local area, an promote rat-running through the
villages of Halton and Wendover. I cannot see any evidence that the Council has considered this, or planned for
infrastructure to reduce the impact, before rushing to include the site in the Plan.
The Council should reconsider this allocation before the VALP is adopted.

Summary:

Development of this site will have a severe impact on traffic in the local area, an promote rat-running through the
villages of Halton and Wendover. I cannot see any evidence that the Council has considered this, or planned for
infrastructure to reduce the impact, before rushing to include the site in the Plan.
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Respondent: Sir/ Madam [32384]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I believe with the late inclusion of RAF Halton in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, it cannot be considered that the
Local Plan is justified or consistent with national policy.
No consultation was undertaken on the site and it was not assessed in the same way as other sites which have been
proposed. For that reason local people haven't been able to express their view on this very significant allocation.
As a result no consideration has been given to the impact on local roads, particularly the likelihood that development at
RAF Halton will lead to rat running through local villages. The infrastructure requirements of this development have
therefore not been considered.

Summary:
No consultation was undertaken on the site and it was not assessed in the same way as other sites which have been
proposed. For that reason local people haven't been able to express their view on this very significant allocation.
As a result no consideration has been given to the impact on local roads, particularly the likelihood that development at
RAF Halton will lead to rat running through local villages. The infrastructure requirements of this development have
therefore not been considered.
Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mrs B Daniel [28672]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
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Full Text:

N/A

Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the proposed changes to the above Plan.
Evidence base
Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that
the Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
Without this evidence the Council's planning policies could be found unsound. This is because of the requirement for
the plan's policies to be justified and consistent with national policy. This includes any allocation of existing playing
field or sports facilities for development and the justification of policies where new sports facilities development are
required in policies to meet the needs of new development as without the evidence base, these policies may not be
justified or accord with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Sport England confirms that we may wish to appear at the public inquiry with regard to the evidence base and our
further comments below;
Aylesbury Vale Garden town
The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
Site Allocation Policies:
The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
It is noted that the site at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2) is close to existing playing fields. Sport England has not
looked at this specific allocation but for any of the new housing development site allocations, where they are close to
existing playing fields, the Council should ensure that new homes are not planned in locations where they are at risk
from ball strike (this is a particular issue for cricket). This issue could potentially be covered in the Council's design
guidance SPD. Please contact Sport England for more information on this if required.
Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
HAL003 - RAF Halton - Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be
protected from development (in accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
For avoidance of doubt, Sport England objects to the allocation of any existing sports facilities including playing field for
development without replacement facilities being brought forward through the local plan. Please could you contact
Sport England to discuss any such allocations at the earliest opportunity. Any allocations of sports facilities for
development must meet the tests set out in the bullet points of paragraph 74. Without this information the allocation
may not be consistent with national policy and the plan could subsequently be found unsound.
Para 8.45/Policy BE2 - Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active
Design principles and guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
Policy I2 - Sports and Recreation - final paragraph - This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed
development'. If a development contribution cannot be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the
Council should consider whether or not the planning application should be refused. Requirements for planning
contributions should be justified using the evidence base for sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
Sport England would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further, please contact my colleague Mark
Furnish, who is copied into this email (Tel: 020 7273 1631).
Regards
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Vicky
Summary:

Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be protected from development (in
accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The water network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand from this development. Strategic
water supply infrastructure upgrades are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward. The
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand from the development. Strategic
drainage infrastructure is likely to be required and also further work required to understand where this site will drain to.
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.
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Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
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Respondent: Mrs Ann Webbley [28640]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
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Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

Notwithstanding suitability considerations identified by the Council, including reference to a number of identified
designations, RPS considers that the Council is being overly optimistic over the delivery of the proposed allocation
which would require all barriers to planning overcome and sustained delivery across the plan period from 2022 onwards.
Of additional concern, RPS is also aware that the assurances from the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
remain fragile for the purposes of plan making.
RPS therefore recommends that the proposed allocation at RAF Halton remains as part of the Plan, but an additional
aspiration.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

it
would appear though that latter phases of development need be enabled by the release
of Green Belt land. This could only occur should the Council be able to demonstrate that
there are exceptional circumstances to justify such a release. Accordingly, whilst the
disposal of RAF Halton has the potential to allow for a redevelopment to residential use,
the scale of that redevelopment cannot be certain, with latter phases of development
being contingent on future Green Belt release.
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Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
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Respondent: Mr P Chilman [28877]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The effect on the surrounding road system as a result of building 1,000 houses will be severe. Jacobs Phase 3
transport modelling already shows a severe increase of traffic on the Aylesbury Road junction at the Clock Tower in
Wendover and the current modelling does not include any development at RAF Halton.
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

Rename Table D-HAL003 Halton (including RAF Halton) and adjust all contents to refer to Halton as a whole, with subsections to refer to portions thereof.
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Respondent: Halton Parish Council (Fiona Lippmann) [30401]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Halton Parish Council (HPC) supports AVDC's desire to provide housing on the current RAF
base sited within Halton within the existing building footprint on the site. This is providing that
sufficient employment, leisure, retail and infrastructure are included as part of any housing
development. Whilst HPC acknowledges that the Defense Infrastructure Organisation (DIO)
wants to sell the land for the highest price, HPC is keen to ensure that protected land, including
land with green belt status, is preserved for future generations during the opportunity to build on
to-be-vacated Ministry of Defense (MoD) land. Whilst the HPC has not been engaged in the
development of the VALP, we welcome the opportunity to add local knowledge to ensure that
development of the MoD land is of sufficient quality commensurate with the local area.
Issues
Some of the VALP wording suggests that the 1,000 houses will be sited in Wendover,
not Halton.
Halton will need to lose its classification as a "smaller village".
Halton is not part of a strategic settlement.
The VALP is unclear that the dwellings proposed for the RAF Halton site are within
Halton.
HPC looks forward to early involvement in producing the Masterplan / SPD specific to
land in the parish of Halton.
Information and Infrastructure
Green Belt and Other Protected Land.
Mixed Use
VALP Policy map.
Infrastructure
Transport.
Remove Uncertainty.

Summary:

Provide details about planned mixed use of the RAF site
The VALP adopts a revised Policy Plan for allocation of land at Halton; shown below and details of which are contained
in Annex A
Provide information about the local infrastructure planned to accompany housing and mixed use development in Halton
and the timing of its delivery.
An all-encompassing local / regional transport review should be scheduled as soon as possible to determine additional
requirements.
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Respondent: mR. Cameron Sinclair [32229]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

For all of the above reasons, the VALP's approach towards RAF Halton is neither justified nor consistent with national
planning policy, and the specific proposal for residential-led development must therefore be removed from the VALP. In
lieu of this, an interim policy should be included to allow for, and positively facilitate, the future redevelopment of the
site via a full Local Plan Review including Green Belt review.

Change to Plan

Changes sought: Delete policy for residential development
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New policy proposed: Policy E11: RAF Halton RAF Halton is currently one of the largest single employment sites in
Aylesbury Vale, but the MOD has announced that the site is surplus to requirements and that it is expected to become
available from circa 2022 for redevelopment. As a major previously-developed site, the Council will expect and require
RAF Halton to come forward for an alternative sustainable use (or uses) after it is vacated, which could potentially
include housing, employment, leisure, and other uses as part of a comprehensive regeneration scheme. To facilitate
this, AVDC will: (1) commence a full Employment Land Review, to specifically consider the economic impacts of the
closure of the base on the employment base and economy of the area, and identify how the site can best compensate
for the losses of jobs and economic activity; (2) Commence a Green Belt Review to identify the potential for the site to
be removed from the Green Belt, facilitating its future comprehensive redevelopment; (3) Assemble a full technical
evidence base concerning the environmental, landscape and heritage-related impacts of the future regeneration of the
site, to ensure that sensitivities and designations on the site are duly understood.
Subject to the above, the Council will, in the next review of the VALP, include a detailed site-specific allocation policy
for RAF Halton that achieves achieve social, economic and environmental gains for Halton, Wendover, and Aylesbury
Vale as a whole.
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Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
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Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

1,000 houses can't be built before 2033.
Site is not in Wendover Parish.
Green Belt will not not be capable of enduring as NPPF requires.
Collection of smaller sites more likely to deliver housing required

Change to Plan

Delete Halton Camp site

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: CEG [32243]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client CEG, please find attached our response to the Local Plan

Summary:

That the Council's approach to development at RAF Halton is fundamentally unsound because it assumes that a
planning application for the site will be acceptable whilst it remains in the Green Belt. There can be no guarantee of this.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

To ensure growth at Wendover, the land north of Aylesbury Road must be allocated for development.
Legal?
Not Specified
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Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy T6.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy S2_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H7_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part3.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part2.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H6_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Para 3.78 to 3.80_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part1_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

The retention of the listed structures and scheduled long barrow, the retention/provision of an appropriate setting and
the protection of that setting from the redevelopment of the rest of the site should be site-specific requirement in Policy
D-HAL003 in order to provide protection for these designated and any non-designated assets in accordance with the
NPPF and as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing,
the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 Without those requirements, we consider that Policy DHAL003 does not provide adequate protection to heritage assets
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Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The effect on the surrounding road system as a result of building 1,000 houses will be severe. Jacobs Phase 3
transport modelling already shows a severe increase of traffic on the Aylesbury Road junction at the Clock Tower in
Wendover and the current modelling does not include any development at RAF Halton.

Change to Plan
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2250_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
model.
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Respondent: DIO [32332]

Agent:

Jones Lang LaSalle (Mr Tim Byrne) [29946]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENT

Summary:

The entirety of the RAF Halton site should be included within the Site Allocation. The current Policy Map excludes
Halton House its grounds and a number of open recreation areas, areas of woodland and the airfield and associated
buildings as they are located within the Green Belt. JLL consider that is a flawed approach as it will fragment the
historic estate which is counter to accepted heritage best practice.

Change to Plan

Our vision for RAF Halton is for a development based on "Garden Village" principles that recognises the outstanding
natural environment and unique heritage features and places them at the heart of the masterplan regeneration.
Further wording from the principles of Aylesbury Garden Town could be included within the vision and objectives for the
RAF Halton site including:
To create distinctive, sustainable, high quality, successful new communities with the highest quality, planning, design
and management of the built and public realm. This will ensure that new garden communities and development within
the Garden Village is distinctive, enhancing local assets and establishing environments that promote health, happiness
and well-being.
Community and stakeholder engagement is embedded within the design and delivery of the Garden Town from the
outset. The stakeholder and engagement strategy for the Garden Village will need to be taken into account and longterm community engagement planned for;
Development will be delivered to provide a truly balanced and inclusive community and meet the needs of local
people, including the mix of dwellings sizes, tenures and types including provision for custom and self build and for an
ageing population (in line with policies H5, H6 and H7); the Garden Town will also deliver housing for those most in
need through delivery of a minimum of 25% affordable housing (in line with policy H1);
Providing and promoting opportunities for employment for new and existing residents, both within and alongside new
garden communities, to support and enhance the overall economic viability of Garden Village (inline with policies E1,
E2, E3 and E4);
New garden communities should be designed to be easily accessible and create sociable, vibrant and walkable
neighbourhoods with equality of access for all to a range of community service and facilities including health,
education, retail, culture, community meeting spaces, multifunctional open space, sports and leisure facilities and well
connected to public transport.
To preserve or enhance heritage assets including through mitigation as required.
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Byrne, Tim 29946 (DIO) 14.12.2017 JLL Final Reps Letter - AVDC Draft Local Plan DIO_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

We consider that a robust assessment of the Green Belt at RAF Halton should be undertaken, including the impact of
the proposed development of the openness of the Green Belt, before it can be relied upon as a strategic allocation.
There is no evidence provided with PSVALP to demonstrate that RAF Halton is available or deliverable at the time
predicted
(Landscape and Green Belt Statement attached)

Change to Plan
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We consider that a robust assessment of the impact of the proposed development on the openness of the Green Belt,
the adjacent Chilterns AONB and housing delivery must be undertaken before RAF Halton is included as an allocation
in the VALP.
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Attachments:
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

HAL003 - RAF Halton
This site is on the chalk principal aquifer, as such is fairly sensitive with respect to
controlled waters. The past land uses may have resulted in contamination being
present. This may have implications for development in terms of carrying out
investigations and if required, remediation. We expect the groundwater aquifers to be
protected from pollution.

Change to Plan

The past land uses may have resulted in contamination being
present. This may have implications for development in terms of carrying out
investigations and if required, remediation. We expect the groundwater aquifers to be
protected from pollution.
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Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

RAF Halton: there is insufficient detail on either the numbers
of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local
needs but have still to be consulted on the mix of provision.
The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of
all types, in appropriate locations within the Town, and if necessary at RAF
Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is
provided at RAF Halton
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Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

As identified before this site is immediately adjacent the Parish boundary and its
development will have major impact on Wendover itself. Proposals at RAF Halton
should respect the site specific requirements and criteria listed under reference DHAL003.
There should be the opportunity for the WNP to contribute to the
development and any other necessary criteria to guide the development at the site.
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N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
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N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
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Full Text:

We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]
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Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

The RAF Halton site is adjacent to
Ancient woodland, Priority Habitat Deciduous woodland, and several
SSSI. The addition of approx. 2200
people to the site could result in
recreational impacts.

Change to Plan

Wording should be added to the
site specific description to
highlight the neighbouring sites of
ecological value. The 50% green
infrastructure on site should focus
on providing a similar experience
to the adjacent Ancient Woodland
to keep people on-site. Mitigation
options for recreational
disturbance can include offsite
works such as signage, fencing
and footpath creation within the
protected sites to minimise
recreational disturbance such as
trampling of vegetation, dog
fouling, and disturbance of
wildlife.
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Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

Part of the Council's strategic growth allocations relate to an additional 1000 homes on the RAF Halton site (ref
HAL003). There is significant uncertainty and a lack of evidence that the site is a deliverable allocation within a realistic
timescale, indeed the site was deemed as 'unsuitable' within the HELAA for both suitability and achievability. It is clear
that there are a number of uncertainties and variables regarding the site. Therefore, it is considered that this allocation
is not justified within the timeframe of the VALP.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.
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N/A

Please note this letter as a representation against the allocation of 1,000 homes at RAF Halton site in the draft VALP.
I believe that the site has been allocated prematurely, as very little consultation or assessment of its sustainability for
development has been undertaken prior to its inclusion. As the Council plans to conduct a Local Plan Review in the
near future, it is unnecessary to allocate the site straight away.
I would therefore urge you to remove it from the VALP until more details abut how the development would be
supported, and clear plans for its delivery, are made public. This would allow local residents to give informed opinions
on its sustainability for such as large number of houses.

Summary:

I believe that the site has been allocated prematurely, as very little consultation or assessment of its sustainability for
development has been undertaken prior to its inclusion. As the Council plans to conduct a Local Plan Review in the
near future, it is unnecessary to allocate the site straight away.
I would therefore urge you to remove it from the VALP until more details abut how the development would be
supported, and clear plans for its delivery, are made public. This would allow local residents to give informed opinions
on its sustainability for such as large number of houses.
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.139

Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Full Text:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Winslow is identified as one of the most sustainable locations in the District. It is considered therefore that it is capable
of providing additional housing to that currently proposed in the Plan. In particular, objection is raised to the omission
site at Buckingham Road not being allocated for development. This is located within the settlement boundary, it is
located next to the station and the school, it is no longer suitable for employment purposes and offers an excellent
location for additional housing development to meet the District's housing needs.
The site has been promoted through earlier iterations of the Local Plan and is subject to an application for housing (ref
16/02768/AOP) that has been appealed for non-determination(ref APP/J0405/W/17/3177802) and it due to be heard at
an inquiry in April 2018. Attached to this representation are the Site Location Plan, Site Layout Plan and Planning
Statement that provides an assessment of the site in light of relevant planning policy. The application site is in a highly
sustainable location, within the settlement boundary of Winslow and there are no technical issues that would warrant
refusal of the proposals.
It is considered that this site should be allocated ahead of WIN001 - Land east of B4033 Great Horwood Road that is
outside the current settlement boundary as the site at Buckingham Road is adjacent to the school, rail station and is
within the settlement boundary.
It is considered that the omission site at Land at Buckingham Road Winslow should be allocated within this iteration of
the Local Plan for 65 dwellings.

Summary:

Winslow is identified as one of the most sustainable locations in the District. It is considered therefore that it is capable
of providing additional housing to that currently proposed in the Plan.

Change to Plan

The site at Buckingham Road, Winslow should be allocated for residential development

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
Site Location Plan.pdf
Planning Statement Final.pdf
Illustrative layout_masterplan.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.139

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.139

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to Winslow's historic core, conservation areas and listed buildings in paragraph 4.139 as
part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic
environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

4.140

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

RAF Halton is both uncertain and is unsustainable according to the Sustainability Appraisal. As such, this site should
not be proposed for allocation based on the available evidence. However, even if it is, sufficient contingency should be
included in the VALP or through an early review to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this
site.

Change to Plan

The VALP should not allocate RAF Halton based on the available evidence. However, even if it does, there should be
sufficient contingency to address the shortfall which may arise from the non-delivery of this site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf

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

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: Yes 4 Winslow [31840]

Agent:

Full Text:

Mr Victor Otter [29160]

This policy (and those in 4.120 and 4.121) is unsound because it is:
a) Inconsistent with National Policy
b) Unjustified
c) Ineffective
My views in support of these assertions are as follows:
While the Local Plan (LP) should address issues which are wider than those contained in Neighbourhood Plans (NPs)
(e.g. major transport links, other infrastructure matters, total number of houses required across the whole district) it
should not impose the specific sites on which houses are built - that should be a matter for the Neighbourhood Plan to
determine. It would be acceptable for the LP to make recommendations about suitable sites, but the decision should be
made at NP level - by the people who have to live with the consequences of such decisions.
In his foreword to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) the then Planning Minister, Greg Clark, stated "This
should be a collective enterprise. Yet, in recent years, planning has tended to exclude, rather than to include, people
and communities. In part, this has been a result of targets being imposed, and decisions taken, by bodies remote from
them. Dismantling the unaccountable regional apparatus and introducing neighbourhood planning addresses this."
NPPF section 183 states "Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for their
neighbourhood and deliver the sustainable development they need."
So this part of the LP is inconsistent with National Policy.
This level of prescription by the LP is unjustified - indeed, an earlier version of the draft VALP included a co-operative
approach with NPs on the determination of suitable sites.
(Paragraph 1.27 of the Draft VALP July 2016 stated "Rather than impose sites on settlements with neighbourhood
plans to meet these figures, the council will work with town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated
through revisions to their neighbourhood plans.")
It will be ineffective - if local residents believe that unsuitable sites have been imposed upon them by the LP, then there
will be significant levels of objections to planning applications proposed on such sites - thereby slowing down the
delivery of housing; that will not be the case if sites are determined by residents through their NP.
The general site allocation policies at 4.120 and 4.121 are inappropriate in an LP. A specific example of this is in the
site allocation for Winslow at para 4.140 - a site which isn't even within the current Settlement Boundary contained in
the WNP - which is clearly in conflict with the Spatial Strategy of the "made" WNP.

Summary:

Where "made" Neighbourhood Plans (NPs) are part of the development plan, the allocation of sites for housing should
be determined by local residents through the mechanism of their NP.
The Local Plan (LP) should not impose such sites - there should be a greater degree of partnership/co-operation
between LP and NP.
A specific example of this is in the site allocation for Winslow at para 4.140. But the general site allocation policies at
4.120 and 4.121 are inappropriate in an LP.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

The Local Plan should not dictate the specific sites on which houses are built - that should be a matter for the
Neighbourhood Plan to determine. It would be acceptable for the LP to make recommendations about suitable sites,
but the decision should be made at NP level.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
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129

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: Mr Victor Otter [29160]

Agent:

Full Text:

Mr Victor Otter [29160]

Section 1.3 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) "sets out the long-term vision and strategic context for
managing and accommodating growth within the district until 2033." To my mind, the allocation of specific sites for
housing (paragraphs 4.120 and 4.121) is a tactical, rather than strategic, matter, so is inappropriate in a strategic
document such as VALP. It makes no attempt (in paragraph 4.140) to work with the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan.
Consequently, as an ordinary resident, it is unclear to me whether or not the DPD is legally compliant or complies with
the duty to co-operate.

Summary:

Section 1.3 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) "sets out the long-term vision and strategic context for
managing and accommodating growth within the district until 2033." To my mind, the allocation of specific sites for
housing (paragraphs 4.120 and 4.121) is a tactical, rather than strategic, matter, so is inappropriate in a strategic
document such as VALP. It makes no attempt (in paragraph 4.140) to work with the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan.
Consequently, as an ordinary resident, it is unclear to me whether or not the DPD is legally compliant or complies with
the duty to co-operate.

Change to Plan

VALP should not impose specific sites for development in any neighbourhood. Recommendations as to suitable sites
would be acceptable, but to be determined by residents through the NP process.
A specific example of this is in the site allocation for Winslow at para 4.140. But the general site allocation policies at
4.120 and 4.121 are inappropriate in an LP, so should be changed.
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: Ms Tamara Butterworth [28933]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Winslow does not have the infrastructure to support this proposal.
Specifically....
1. The A413 through the town centre is at capacity and recent roadworks over/near the railway line brought traffic to a
stand still at rush hour/school opening/pick up times. The proposed station development (which is an excellent idea) will
only heighten traffic congestion. This proposal will simply add to the congestion and air pollution.
2. It is now almost impossible to get a GP appointment at Norden House Surgery. The proposal could lead to an extra
500+ families needing a primary care facility. Norden House does not have the capacity to deliver this.
3. Recreational facilities (swimming pool and gym) are available in Buckingham (Swan Pool) and in Aylesbury (e.g.
Nuffield Gym). This proposal for extra homes should take into account that many homeowners will look for similar
facilities nearer to home. Could a recreational facility be added to the plans? This will reduce traffic journeys to and
from Winslow to Aylesbury/Buckingham.
4. Arriva 60/X60 bus route is infrequent and often unreliable (particularly the 60 route through Granborough, North
Marston and Oving). The extra 500+ families will not use this public service unless the reliability improves.

Summary:

1. Roads cannot accommodate extra homes/cars.
2. GP services at breaking point.
3. No provision/plans for extra/new recreational facilities.
4. Current bus service unreliable.

Change to Plan

1. New/additional GP surgeries.
2. Consider new recreational facilities.
3. Consider additional times on X60/60 route.
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No

Legal?
Yes
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: Great Horwood Parish Council (Mrs Mary
Saunders) [32082]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

GHPC is concerned about the proposed additional 585 houses at Winslow (D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great
Horwood Road) referred to at paragraph 4.124. This is firstly because of the lack of infrastructure in the area and in
particular road capacity whether travelling to Aylesbury, or, as is more likely, to Milton Keynes. Secondly GHPC is
concerned about the process used for selecting this site and the lack of consultation with Winslow Town Council about
a site outside the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan.

Summary:

GHPC is concerned about the proposed additional 585 houses at Winslow (D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great
Horwood Road) referred to at paragraph 4.124. This is firstly because of the lack of infrastructure in the area and in
particular road capacity whether travelling to Aylesbury, or, as is more likely, to Milton Keynes. Secondly GHPC is
concerned about the process used for selecting this site and the lack of consultation with Winslow Town Council about
a site outside the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan.

Change to Plan

Consider reasonable alternatives in consultation with Winslow Town Council.
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Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No
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692

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I do not object to the eventual development of this site but, currently, the traffic through the centre of Winslow is dire at
busy times and should not be made worse by local building. In the absence of a relief road or the promised reopening
of the east-west railway and the new Winslow station, this development should be put on hold

Summary:

I do not object to the eventual development of this site but, currently, the traffic through the centre of Winslow is dire at
busy times and should not be made worse by local building. In the absence of a relief road or the promised reopening
of the east-west railway and the new Winslow station, this development should be put on hold

Change to Plan

The dates for delivery need to be changed to post the opening of Winslow Station
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Legal?
Yes
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Yes
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

+ see attached scoping report
Policy D--WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road
This proposed allocation is supported. Land & Partners (L&P) is promoting the south--west corner of the
allocation: a 5.4ha parcel known as Brickyard Farm. L&P have signed a legally binding agreement with
the owners of this land to bring it forward for development. Gladman is promoting the majority of the
remainder of the allocation and both promoters are co--operating in terms of the necessary technical
work and will ensure it is masterplanned comprehensively. The L&P promoted area is the most
accessible part of the allocation, very close to the rail station and new secondary school.
The proposed allocation has long been identified by Aylesbury Vale District Council as
having development potential. The evidence base for the submitted VALP shows that the allocation
forms the only area of suitable land for the future strategic growth of the town, once the existing
allocations in the made Neighbourhood Plan have delivered.
The attached Scoping Report prepared with Place--Make provides a starting point for the detailed
technical work and masterplanning process now underway. It summarises the various opportunities and
constraints which will be explored as part of this work and considers the broad dwelling capacity of the
L&P promoted site. Given the ecological interest in some parts, the net developable area is considered
to be approximately 50% of the site (2.7ha) and that between 70 and 100 dwellings can be
accommodated in total. The site lends itself to a cluster of downsizer/retirement and starter homes to
meet local need as part of a mix of dwellings types. Because of the site's position adjacent to the station
and a more urban character towards Buckingham Road, an allowance of apartments may be provided in
the south--west corner. A small allowance of local retail provision such as a local supermarket/
convenience store adjacent to the station and the proposed sports pitches may also be appropriate at
this location.
L&P has engaged with the East West Rail (EWR) division of Network Rail over the past year and has
submitted formal representations to their Phase Two Consultation for the Western Section over the
summer. There is now agreement with EWR that the promoted site is not required for general ecological
mitigation for the EWR project. The only requirement is for a 4m deep corridor to be reserved all along
the EWR land edge, to allow space for the upgrading and associated maintenance. L&P accepts this
requirement and will be incorporating it into the masterplan.
Whilst supporting the principle of the allocation, Land and Partners objects to some of the proposed
wording of Policy D--WIN001. The policy wording was not included in the draft Plan and the current
consultation is the first opportunity L&P has had to comment. The following changes are sought:
Phasing. L&P disagree with the requirement that 50 homes to be delivered 2017--22 and 535 homes
from 2023--2033. This is not consistent with national policy advice.
Criterion e. L&P disagree with the criterion that the existing tree and hedgerows should be retained
without adding the words "where possible" as for access and visibility splays some replanting and
replacement of trees and hedgerow is inevitable.
Criterion f. L&P disagree with this requirement and it is not supported by the intial scoping word carried
out to date. Any landscape buffers should be arrived at following detailed landscape and visual
assessment as part of a landscape--led approach. The Great Horwood Road edge will not border onto
open countryside;; there will be community facilities immediately opposite. Given that Great Horwood
Road will provide the main access points into the allocation, then it is too prescriptive to require a
landscape buffer to be provided along this route.
Criterion h. L&P disagree with the wording that development should be provided with a bus service, in
line with Policy 9 of the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. L&P are willing to facilitate this but it is not
reasonable for the service itself to be provided.

Summary:

Land and Partners support the allocation of this site however we consider amendments to the
detailed policy criteria E, F and H to be necessary as detailed below.

Change to Plan

Whilst supporting the principle of the allocation, Land and Partners objects to some of the proposed
wording of Policy D--WIN001. The policy wording was not included in the draft Plan and the current
consultation is the first opportunity L&P has had to comment. The following changes are sought:
Phasing. L&P disagree with the requirement that 50 homes to be delivered 2017--22 and 535 homes
from 2023--2033. This is not consistent with national policy advice.
Criterion e. L&P disagree with the criterion that the existing tree and hedgerows should be retained
without adding the words "where possible" as for access and visibility splays some replanting and
replacement of trees and hedgerow is inevitable.
Criterion f. L&P disagree with this requirement and it is not supported by the intial scoping word
carried out to date. Any landscape buffers should be arrived at following detailed landscape and
visual assessment as part of a landscape--led approach. The Great Horwood Road edge will not
border onto open countryside;; there will be community facilities immediately opposite. Given that
Great Horwood Road will provide the main access points into the allocation, then it is too prescriptive
to require a landscape buffer to be provided along this route.
Criterion h. L&P disagree with the wording that development should be provided with a bus service, in

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

line with Policy 9 of the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. L&P are willing to facilitate this but it is not
reasonable for the service itself to be provided.
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
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Yes
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Attachments:
Harbottle, Jonathan 32407 VALP N Winslow response form - Email.pdf
Harbottle, Jonathan 32407 Scoping Report_Screen.pdf
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1162 - 32351 - D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road - None

1162

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: B Wells [32351]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing to you regarding the allocation reference number WIN001. I object to this allocation as I do not think it is
sustainable to agree a new development in Winslow until the details for the reopening of the railway station have been
agreed.
As significant government funding is available for the station project it is not necessary for the Council to fund it using
developer contributions, so the housing does not need to come forward first. I therefore believe it is highly unnecessary
to allocate the site immediately, especially as there will be a Local Plan review once the current Plan is adopted.
Finally, the Council seems to be ignoring the fact that many local people work in Milton Keynes. I cannot see evidence
to support the Council's decision not to allocate more housing in that part of the district, which is concerning as it could
prevent increases in traffic congestion during busy times.

Summary:

allocation reference number WIN001. I object to this allocation as I do not think it is sustainable to agree a new
development in Winslow until the details for the reopening of the railway station have been agreed.
Finally, the Council seems to be ignoring the fact that many local people work in Milton Keynes. I cannot see evidence
to support the Council's decision not to allocate more housing in that part of the district, which is concerning as it could
prevent increases in traffic congestion during busy times.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
1162_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1164 - 32353 - D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road - None

1164

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: John Mather [32353]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing in opposition to the allocation on Great Horwood Road, Winslow, in the VALP. The site is not in the
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan, but will come forward at the same tiem as sites which are, meaning there will be a rush
of development in the near future.
I was also concerned to learn that the council rejected plans to allocate a large site near to Milton Keynes in the VALP.
I do not believe that towns and villages should be burdened with housing when this is a reasonable alternative.

Summary:

I am writing in opposition to the allocation on Great Horwood Road, Winslow, in the VALP. The site is not in the
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan, but will come forward at the same tiem as sites which are, meaning there will be a rush
of development in the near future.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Respondent: Samantha Harris [32354]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing to object to the allocation of the site WIN001 in Winslow for housing in the local Plan.
The town had already agreed a development plan in the form of its Neighbourhood Plan, which was adopted in
September 2014. Through this plan, Winslow would have provided around 440 new homes over the next 5 years.
When the new site is delivered at an early stage of the VALP Plan period, this will create a surge of development which
the town's infrastructure will not be able to cope with.
I would like to see more housing allocated to the south of Milton Keynes instead, as it is already a large settlement and
has the infrastructure needed to cope with new development.

Summary:

Winslow should not receive allocation WIN001 in the VALP, the town has already had growth in a neighbourhood plan.
WIN001 would have an overbearing impact on the town's infrastructure. Instead more housing should be allocated to
south of Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

Instead of allocating site WIN001, more housing should be allocated to south of Milton Keynes.
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Respondent: Gillian Mather [32355]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing to you to express my concern for the Great Horwood Road site in Winslow, which the Council plans to build
585 houses on in the local plan. This proposal goes against the idea of localism, as it is not in our adopted
neighbourhood plan, and also therefore against government planning policy.
In addition to this, I understand that there were plans to build 2000 houses near to Milton Keynes which were dropped
by the Council. I believe this site should be reconsidered and the views of our local community taken into account.
For the reasons above I hope you reject the allocations.

Summary:

I am writing to you to express my concern for the Great Horwood Road site in Winslow, which the Council plans to build
585 houses on in the local plan. This proposal goes against the idea of localism, as it is not in our adopted
neighbourhood plan, and also therefore against government planning policy.
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Respondent: Sir/ Madam [32357]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please accept this letter as an objection towards the development of site WIN001 which is proposed in the Local Plan.
The decision to allocate this housing is completely premature, as the reopening of Winslow railway station has no firm
date. Without it, the site will be unsuitable, so the site should not be included until firm plans are known.
I do appreciate that there is a need for housing, but I believe the Council should consider putting it near Milton Keynes,
which already has the infrastructure to support new developments.

Summary:

objection towards the development of site WIN001 which is proposed in the Local Plan.
The decision to allocate this housing is completely premature, as the reopening of Winslow railway station has no firm
date. Without it, the site will be unsuitable, so the site should not be included until firm plans are known.
I do appreciate that there is a need for housing, but I believe the Council should consider putting it near Milton Keynes,
which already has the infrastructure to support new developments.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
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I believe the Council should consider putting it near Milton Keynes, which already has the infrastructure to support new
developments.
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of Winslow
and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new purpose
built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able to cope
with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions
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Respondent: Winslow Town Council (Dr Sean Carolan) [30406]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Winslow Town Council Objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Winslow Town Council (WTC) welcomes the creation of a new Local Plan to cover Aylesbury Vale District. The
approval of VALP will remove uncertainties in local planning - but it is important that the Plan is sound, and not open to
further challenge. WTC also recognises that national Government proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Arc, as reflected in statements in the Autumn 2017 Budget, suggest that it will be necessary over the coming few years
to revise VALP to accommodate greater levels of development in the area than are currently envisaged. Such matters,
however, are for the future. The immediate priority is to review and revise the currently drafted VALP, and to that end
WTC offers the following objections to matters which it considers need to be reviewed and revised before VALP would
be sound and consistent with relevant national planning policies.
0 Summary
Winslow Town Council considers that there are elements of the submission VALP which are unsound and need to be
modified. These are:
1. The allocation of sites in strategic settlements with made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans, contrary to national
policy.
2. Raising to 55% the increase in housing numbers for Winslow, the least sustainable of all the strategic settlements
3. Flaws in the Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding
4. Insufficient affordable housing on qualifying sites
5. Under-delivery of new homes in large villages
6. Understating the growth in population during the Plan period as about 35,000 rather than 60,000
1 Site specific allocation for housing growth
1.1 In Table 2 of the Vale of Aylesbury Plan, there is an allocation of a single site for housing growth in Winslow which
is contrary to:
(a) NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which enables communities to decide
where new homes should be located;
(b) various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
(c) para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.
1.2 This aspect of the Plan is therefore unsound and not 'justified' as the most appropriate policy because it is not
consistent with national planning policy. It will be for WTC, with its made Neighbourhood Plan, to bring forward an
update and revision of Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) following the approval of VALP. The updated WNP,
following robust consultation with the local community, will need to identify how and where any housing growth required
in an agreed VALP is to be accommodated, including (if and where necessary) any extension to the WNP's settlement
boundary. Both Buckingham and Haddenham are also Strategic Settlements which have a Neighbourhood Plan, and in
which VALP has also identified allocated sites for housing development contrary to the same national planning policy.
1.3 This reflects previous correspondence from WTC to AVDC (dated 13th October 2017) on this very issue which
refers to the inspector's conclusions for the Maidstone Local Plan, where target housing numbers were seen as an
appropriate mechanism to use for an area with a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Proposed modification:
1.4 To meet WTC's objection this issue should be addressed by VALP stating the target figure of additional housing
that needs to be accommodated in an updated WNP, perhaps indicating that one option for locating this might be on
the identified land to the east of Great Horwood Road. An equivalent change also should be made to VALP in respect
of other areas which have a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
2 Scale of housing growth for Winslow
2.1 In Table 2 and the allocation of Site ref WIN001 on page 126, the level of housing growth proposed for Winslow,
which WTC considers to be the least sustainable of the strategic settlements in the Vale (See WTC's initial Strategic
Settlements Sustainability Assessment, below), has apparently been increased arbitrarily to 55%. In the draft VALP,
the proposed growth was 50%, which the Town Council objected to as being, comparatively, unreasonable when
infrastructure provision was considered in relation to the other strategic settlements.
Aylesbury Vale Strategic Settlements Sustainability Assessment for VALP (by WTC)
Aylesbury
Buckingham
Haddenham
Wendover
Winslow
Housing
Close to areas with unmet housing need
3
1
5
4
2
Transport
Train to London, Birmingham, Oxford
4
1
5
4
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2
Express bus to nearby centres
5
4
3
1
3
Access to motorway network
3
4
5
3
1
Bypass for through traffic
3
4
5
4
1
Services
Extendable employment sites
5
4
3
2
1
Modern medical centre / surgery
4
3
5
2
1
Access to major retail / leisure / employment centre (Aylesbury or MK)
5
1
3
4
2
TOTAL SCORE
32
22
34
24
13
Each settlement is given a score from 1 to 5 in each row, with 5 representing the greatest level of sustainability.
2.2 The requirement for Winslow to deliver new homes, above those detailed in the WNP, has increased from 402 in
the draft VALP to 585 in the submission VALP, an increase of 45%. The housing growth proposed for Buckingham, the
second largest strategic settlement in the Vale, with its much stronger infrastructure compared with that of Winslow,
has seen its housing growth reduced from 2,612 (50%) in the draft VALP to 2,312 (45%) in the submission VALP.
These changes in the proposed growth figures are not explained, appear counter-intuitive and lack any rationale to
support them. A report to AVDC's Scrutiny Committee for VALP in September 2017 said that: the Council has worked
with town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans.
Winslow is not alone in being able to confirm that no such consultation took place. If the process has been simply to
establish a suitable site for housing growth and use its capacity as the level of housing growth to be proposed for a
community, then this process would appear to be fundamentally unsound.
Proposed modification:
2.3 WTC proposes that VALP should set a more reasonable and sustainable increase in the number of additional
homes within Winslow over and above the 35% increase already detailed in the made WNP. WTC suggests that an
increase of about 300 homes over and above those already provided for in the made WNP would be more appropriate
in the circumstances. It will be for a future revised WNP to determine, with the benefit of local public consultation,
where the additional housing should be located to achieve the required strategic housing provision.
3 Memorandum of Understanding
3.1 The Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between Aylesbury Vale DC, Wycombe DC, Chiltern
DC, South Bucks DC and Bucks Thames Valley LEP (mentioned in paragraph 1.12 of VALP) is, in WTC's opinion, a
flawed document. It is the MoU that seeks to justify the requirement for Aylesbury Vale to accommodate the unmet
need of 8000 additional homes elsewhere in the Bucks Housing Market Area.
3.2 The Agreement in the MoU in paragraph 2.1(d) states - That the following level of unmet housing need within
respective local plan periods up to 2033 will be accommodated in the Vale of Aylesbury Plan. This absolute agreement
by AVDC to accommodate 5,725 homes (21% of the VALP total) as unmet housing need from Chiltern and South
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1416 - 30406 - D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road - ii

1416

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road

Bucks in VALP, when those Districts' joint draft Local Plan will not be published until the middle of 2018 and when the
figure represents over 44% of the Full Objectively Assessed Need for Chiltern and South Bucks, appears to be an
unsound commitment. Similarly, the accommodation of 2,275 homes (8.3% of the VALP total), as unmet need for
Wycombe District, in light of the recent publication of the submission Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP), appears
equally unsound.
3.3 WTC believes that Wycombe District Council (WDC) has not recognised its duty and responsibility in these days of
'exceptional circumstances' for the effective delivery of housing, because it has not demonstrated a robust approach to
maximise the delivery of new housing within the District's boundary in order to meet its own Full Objectively Assessed
Need (FOAN). As a consequence, the WDLP has not followed a strategy which seeks to meet the District's FOAN for
new homes during the Plan period. This leads WTC to conclude that the plan has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound in respect of its provision for housing development. The following paragraphs explain why WTC has
come to this view.
3.4 WDLP Policy DM34 specifies that new housing developments should provide (WTC's emphasis in bold):
(a) Opportunities to enhance existing and provide new green infrastructure have been maximised, including delivering
long lasting measurable net gains.
(b) In all cases, development is required as a minimum to: Secure adequate buffers to valuable habitats and
(c) Achieve a future canopy cover of at least 25% of the site area on sites outside of the town centres and 0.5HA or
more
3.5 These requirements, together with other luxuries and 'nice to haves', significantly limit the area of developable land
for housing on allocated sites, and therefore limit the scale of housing development that can be accommodated. WTC
believes that this Policy cannot, under the prevailing circumstances, be justified as it does not represent the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives and is not based on proportionate evidence.
The Plan offers no justification for this highly questionable policy, which therefore leads WTC to the view that WDLP is
unsound in this respect.
Evidence
3.6 Paragraph 4.38 of the WDLP states The Council has thoroughly reviewed the scope for meeting its housing needs
within the District. However it does not consider the option of increasing housing densities in order to more fully meet
the District's FOAN. The WDLP includes large allocated sites for housing delivering less than 10 dwellings per hectare
e.g. - HW4 Abbey Barn 4 - 11.32 hectares - 100 homes at 8.8 dwellings per hectare (dph) and HW6 Gomm Valley and
Ashwells - 72.8 hectares - 530 homes at 7.3 dph.
3.7 By way of comparison, WNP, where AONB and Green Belt are not a consideration, delivers its housing growth on
identified sites at more than 30 dph and delivers satisfactory provision of green space for each housing development
site. Even taking into account the difficulties of the terrain in parts of the High Wycombe area, WTC believes that the
identified sites could be developed at appreciably higher densities than are currently proposed, and thereby absorb
more, if not all, of the District's FOAN. Similarly, it is WTC's belief that the Princes Risborough expansion area is
capable of delivering many more homes than are committed in the WDLP.
3.8 The WDLP only allocates 57 hectares of previously designated Green Belt land for housing, to deliver 1,100 new
homes at 19.3 dph. This represents a mere 0.4% of the District's Green Belt, in a District with 48% Green Belt,
amounting to over 14,000 hectares. Many LPAs in a similar position to WDC have recognised that, in order to meet the
housing need identified by the FOAN, it is necessary to recognise the 'exceptional circumstances*' and to reallocate
poorly performing areas of Green Belt for housing development in order to fully meet their own FOAN. A local example
of such an approach is South Oxfordshire's Local Plan, where re-designated Green Belt land will deliver 5,500 new
homes on 3 sites. Central Bedfordshire and Dacorum Councils are taking a similarly positive approach.
*The Housing Minister, Gavin Barwell, when speaking in relation to the Housing White Paper, said: "The green belt is
13% of the land. We can solve this crisis without having to take huge tracts out of the green belt. We are not going to
weaken the protections; we have a clear manifesto promise and there is no need to take huge tracts of land out of the
green belt to solve our housing crisis. They can take land out of the green belt in exceptional circumstances but they
should have looked at every other alternative first." [emphasis added]
3.9 Criticisms of the WDLP, such as those of a failure to positively plan to maximise housing delivery in order to meet
the FOAN and a reluctance to take a robust approach to the reallocation of poorly performing Green Belt land for
housing development, will almost certainly also apply to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. The MoU
is a
document which appears to invite housing overspill into Aylesbury Vale and lacks checks and balances to ensure any
unmet housing need has been demonstrably minimised.
Proposed modification:
3.10 The MoU (referenced in para 1.12) appears to be based on an unsound judgement of the opportunities that exist
for the three southern districts of Buckinghamshire to deliver a greater proportion of their own FOAN. Following further
detailed scrutiny of the figures in the MoU through the examination of the other relevant local plans, WTC believes that
the unmet need housing targets for Aylesbury Vale District should be reduced, or alternatively the time scale over
which those targets apply should be extended beyond the end of the plan period for VALP.
4 Affordable housing
4.1 The reduction in percentage and quantum of affordable housing to be delivered, compared with that previously
shown in the draft VALP, does not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing. The
draft VALP proposed 31% of affordable homes on qualifying sites, which would have yielded about 8,800 affordable
homes, whereas the submission VALP in Policy H1 only proposes 25% generating about 5,900 affordable homes.
Evidence from CPRE, the National Housing Federation, Shelter, the Institute for Public Policy Research etc are all
telling the same story, one of shortfalls of affordable housing delivery, more homelessness, an ever-increasing annual
housing benefit bill etc. WTC understands that the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (VAHT) has evidence that indicates
that the provision of 6,000 affordable homes in Aylesbury Vale over the 20 year plan period will be significantly less
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than demand. When a neighbouring authority (WDC) demands 40% affordable homes on qualifying greenfield sites,
why does VALP propose a very much lower target for the same Plan period within the same Bucks Housing Market
Area?
Evidence
4.2 WTC considers the following paragraphs of the Affordable Housing section of the VALP Housing Topic Paper
November 2017 in particular contain inaccuracies which have resulted in unsound conclusions regarding the
percentage of affordable homes to be delivered on qualifying sites.
4.5 As set out in the HEDNA December 2016 to establish the past trends and current estimates of the need for
affordable housing local authority data on homeless households and temporary accommodation, was considered
alongside census data on concealed households and overcrowding together with information from the English Housing
Survey, Housing Register and information from Housing benefit data on households unable to afford their housing
costs. Based on this information the study concluded that there are 3,311 households currently in affordable housing
need in the Buckinghamshire HMA who are unable to afford their own housing. Deducting those whose housing is not
suitable and households that will release their housing back into the market leaves a net need of a 1,150 households
who that are currently in affordable housing need who are unable to afford their own housing.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.3 On 8th December 2017 VAHT told WTC that:
"As of November 2017 there were nearly 3,900 applicants registered on Bucks Home Choice (BHC) within the
Aylesbury Vale. Of these just over 2,300 are in bands A to D and eligible for affordable rented housing in the Vale.
Around 1,600 are in band HO and may be eligible for rural exception properties or others with strict local connection
criteria."
4.4 And Bedfordshire Pilgrims Housing Association (BPHA), the organisation which manages the register for shared
ownership affordable homes in the Vale, told WTC that... the figures for Shared Ownership applicants for Aylesbury
Vale since 2015 (based on applicant requests for 2, 3, 4, 5 bedrooms) were:
2015 - 352
2016 - 434
2017 so far - 482
BPHA does not maintain a register of unmet need and these figures no longer appear to be available. When Catalyst
managed the Shared Ownership Register, they recorded unmet need figures of 407 in 2010 steadily rising to 1,048 in
2014.
4.5 So in the past 3 years about 1,300 applications for shared ownership properties have been recorded. Paragraph
1.48 of VALP states that over the past 5 years an average of 1,127 dwellings were built each year. Out of this total, an
average of 349 were affordable dwellings. With 25% of affordable homes allocated to shared ownership, over the past
5 years an average of just 87 shared ownership affordable properties have been delivered each year. This leaves an
unmet need figure for the past 3 years alone of over 1,000 plus the backlog from 2014 and earlier.
4.6 From the above data, WTC concludes that the current unmet need for all types of affordable homes in Aylesbury
Vale is over 5,000 and the evidence is of an increasing demand. Although this evidence would have been available to
AVDC and its consultants it does not appear to have been considered. WTC's evidence from those 'at the coal face'
indicates that the base figure for unmet need of 3,331 for all forms of affordable homes in December 2016 is incorrect.
Para 1.47 of VALP states: The total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice housing register waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. (WTC believes this figure only relates to Aylesbury Vale, as
opposed to the entire BHC area). This appears to suggest that no account was taken in the HEDNA of the need for
shared ownership affordable homes.
4.8 Government requirements now prohibit the requirement for affordable housing applying to housing sites of 10 or
less dwellings. As this is expected to be a significant proportion of new housing development in Aylesbury Vale the
percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased to 25% to allow the total requirement of 4,200 affordable
dwellings for the district to be achieved. This is of course provided that the proportion of affordable required does not
generally render proposed housing developments in Aylesbury Vale unviable on the basis of paragraph 173 of the
NPPF.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.7 This paragraph (4.8, above) only takes account of the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale and takes no account of the unmet
need of 8,000 for the District Councils in the south of the County, where the LPAs are expecting delivery of affordable
homes in accordance with their Local Plans. Wycombe's draft Local Plan requires 40% affordable homes on their own
greenfield sites. If, say, 35% of the 8,000 unmet need homes included in VALP were required to be affordable, and if
85% of them were on qualifying sites, this would result in an additional requirement of about 2,400 affordable homes,
resulting in a total of 6,600 affordable homes (representing about 29% of all new homes), not 5,900 as proposed by
VALP. For the overall percentage delivery of affordable homes to be based solely on the Vale's requirements, when
29% of housing delivery will be for unmet need from other Districts, is a flawed approach and therefore unsound.
4.9 The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that
the 25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the
affordable housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. The council has therefore set the 25%
requirement as a minimum in the proposed affordable housing policy which will allow a higher provision where justified
by viability. The viability information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.8 WTC believes that the evidence in the submission VALP proves that a minimum figure much higher than 25%
should be viable in almost all cases. As referred to above, Paragraph 1.48 of VALP advises that average annual
housing delivery in the Vale for the past 5 years was 1,127, of which 349 was the average annual delivery of affordable
homes. This represents a 31% delivery of new affordable homes across qualifying and non-qualifying sites.
4.9 In Paragraph 4.8 of the VALP Housing Topic Paper it says:
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...the percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased ... . As 31% affordable homes has been delivered over
all sites for the past 5 years this must mean that the percentage delivery figure on qualifying sites has been appreciably
more than 31%. So a target higher than 31% has been shown to be viable.
4.10 Strategic communities with made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale require at least 35% affordable housing
delivery on qualifying sites. For both Winslow and Buckingham, for those sites identified in respective Neighbourhood
Plans where planning applications have been approved or submitted, no issue as to the viability of the 35% figure has
been raised.
4.11 Notwithstanding the above evidence that viability can be achieved at 35%, and there is more than sufficient
demand at that level, the consultant's report in the Housing Topic Paper, para 4.9, only indicates - the affordable
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. AVDC then erroneously concludes - The viability
information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified. WTC considers this to be
another unsound element underpinning the highly questionable 25% delivery figure for affordable housing proposed in
VALP.
4.12 Finally WTC considers that setting a minimum target for affordable housing is not appropriate as developers will
seek to design to such a minimum rather than deliver anything higher. It would be more prudent to set a realistic but
challenging target percentage to be delivered - and accept that developers may be able to demonstrate viability
problems in meeting the target in full on some specific sites.
Proposed modification:
4.13 WTC considers that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound. WTC proposes that VALP be modified to set a minimum of 35% affordable housing delivery on
qualifying sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the viable delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more
problematic than for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield
housing sites and a minimum 30% for brownfield sites.
5 Accommodating demographic growth in second-tier settlements
5.1 In VALP para 3.20 it is stated that
The settlement hierarchy is based on an assessment of population size, settlement connectivity and the availability of
employment and other services and facilities. A draft settlement hierarchy has been consulted on, and a number of
changes have been made to the conclusions as a result of comments received. A report has been produced setting out
how the settlement hierarchy was established which is available on the Council's website. The proposed settlement
hierarchy is set out in Table 2, along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement. The
allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of the settlement to accommodate housing growth, rather
than a blanket percentage increase on existing housing stock as was previously proposed in the draft Plan. [WTC's
emphasis added]
5.2 The emphasised section above appears to be flawed because the Plan gives no account of how the Plan has
robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to accommodate housing growth." It is important to bear in mind
that the district-wide housing growth in VALP is 36% without the buffer and total growth of 40% across the district
including the buffer. Table 2 simply indicates the total amount of housing development per settlement as
completions/commitments plus any allocations. Of the 11 larger villages (Stoke Mandeville is omitted because, we are
informed, it is included in the Aylesbury figures), defined as such in the settlement hierarchy because of their superior
infrastructure, only 5 have any allocations. Of those 11 larger villages, 8 are expected to deliver less than 20% housing
growth. Four of them are not even expected to meet their own demographic growth to 2033. These are Stone
(population over 2,600) 3.4% housing growth, Ivinghoe (population 1,000) 4.6%, Long Crendon (pop over 2,500) 9.5%
and Wing (pop over 2,800) - 10.9%. Only Steeple Claydon with a 22.8% increase and Aston Clinton with a 40.3%
increase in homes exceed 20% growth, whilst Waddesdon (including Fleet Marston) has 20% growth. The second tier
in the Plan's settlement hierarchy comprises all the larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable
access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations for development [WTC's
emphasis added]. A Local Plan which does not demand that these second tier settlements should provide housing
growth that meets their individual demographic growth as a minimum during the Plan period, would appear to be
unsound.
Proposed modification:
5.3 WTC proposes that VALP be modified to require all 'large villages' to deliver appreciably more than the basic figure
for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury Vale is a growth area and that districtwide housing growth is more than 36%.
6 Population growth expectations
6.1 Para 1.35 of the submission VALP states that during the Plan period there will be a growth in population of about
35,000 (once allowance has been made for the growth which took place between 2011 and 2013). With growth of
27,300 homes in the Plan period, this figure for population growth appears to be under-stated. WTC drew attention to
this at the draft VALP stage, but has received no explanation for the apparent discrepancy, nor any correction of it in
the submission Plan.
Proposed modification:
6.2 The expected increase in the population of Aylesbury Vale in the plan period should be stated more accurately to
be in excess of 60,000 based on the number of additional homes proposed.
7 Examination in Public
7.1 AVDC is asked to note that Winslow Town Council wishes to participate in the
Examination in Public.
Sean Carolan
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Deputy Clerk
Summary:

A report to AVDC's Scrutiny Committee for VALP in September 2017 said that: the Council has worked with town and
parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans. Winslow is not
alone in being able to confirm that no such consultation took place. If the process has been simply to establish a
suitable site for housing growth and use its capacity as the level of housing growth to be proposed for a community,
then this process would appear to be fundamentally unsound.

Change to Plan

WTC proposes that VALP should set a more reasonable and sustainable increase in the number of additional homes
within Winslow over and above the 35% increase already detailed in the made WNP. WTC suggests that an increase
of about 300 homes over and above those already provided for in the made WNP would be more appropriate in the
circumstances. It will be for a future revised WNP to determine, with the benefit of local public consultation, where the
additional housing should be located to achieve the required strategic housing provision.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

No planning application has been submitted on this site and therefore it appears
doubtful that 50 dwellings will be delivered before 2022. The policy pertaining to this
proposed allocation suggests that there is also a requirement to deliver highways
improvements and a need to account for climate change impacts when assessing flood
risk.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

The allocation of a further site at Winslow is therefore unnecessary at this stage. A more effective strategy, proposed
by CSP, is to defer the allocation of further sites at Winslow until the intended review cycle within the existing NDP.
There is sufficient time for this to take place, and bring land forward for development before the mid-2020s potential
opening of the railway line.

Change to Plan

Objection to D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road Changes sought: delete policy and consider
allocation as part of the scheduled review of the existing Winslow NDP.
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Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
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Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

Option 5 is therefore clearly identified in the SA as the worst-performing of the alternatives at Maids Moreton, and yet
despite this, is selected to be taken forward into the VALP. In effect, then, the only justification for the selected site
relates to the provision of housing per se. However, with the redistribution of housing across the plan, particularly
towards Milton Keynes, the same level of development can be achieved without the adverse effects identified in the
Council's own SA.

Change to Plan

Objection to D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road Omission of this site from this VALP to enable
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progress on the Neighbourhood Plan and review of Sustainability Appraisal
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Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Samuel White [32352]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am writing in opposition to the Local Plan as part of the Regulation 19 consultation as I do not believe it is positively
prepared in relation to site WIN001. This is because the allocation of the site goes against the wishes of local people
as expressed in our 201 4 Neighbourhood Plan.
I would also like further explanation as to how the Council justified its decision to remove the large site near Milton
Keynes from its plan, when this allocation could have made our one unnecessary.

Summary:

opposition to the Local Plan as part of the Regulation 19 consultation as I do not believe it is positively prepared in
relation to site WIN001. This is because the allocation of the site goes against the wishes of local people as expressed
in our 201 4 Neighbourhood Plan.
I would also like further explanation as to how the Council justified its decision to remove the large site near Milton
Keynes from its plan, when this allocation could have made our one unnecessary.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Section of these sites contain BMV
land. In order to preserve as much
BMV land as possible and use
areas of poorer quality agricultural
land these areas should the focus of
strategic GI.

Change to Plan

An addition Site-specific
Requirement/ Site criteria should
be added;
As part of the Master Plan for
this site the areas of BMV
land will be used preferentially
for green infrastructure and
green open space (in line with
Policy NE8).

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2683 - 32109 - D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road - i, ii, iii, iv

2683

Object

4. Strategic Delivery
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Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109]

Agent:

Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

We support allocation WIN001 but consider the accompanying site criteria to be unnecessarily restrictive and should be
reviewed to ensure the development potential of WIN001 is maximized. We are particularly concerned that WIN001
does not restrict potential future development to the north of WIN001 which we consider is the most sustainable and
deliverable New Settlement option for Aylesbury Vale and should be allocated in the VALP now to ensure delivery of
the homes required in the District during the Plan period.
As currently drafted the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan will not deliver the homes required in the District and has not
considered fully all of the reasonable alternative options available to the District.

Change to Plan

We consider that Winslow should accommodate more housing growth than is currently identified. The most sustainable
and deliverable option for additional growth in Winslow and the District is land to the north of Allocation WIN001 , more
commonly referred to as the 'Greenway Project', which has been promoted for
development over an extended period. We consider the Greenway Project represents the preferred option for a New
Settlement in the District where it is the most sustainable and deliverable option, and is closely linked to key
infrastructure priorities identified within the draft VALP.
We consider that the Greenway Project should be allocated as a New Settlement to enable the VALP to deliver the
homes required in the District and HMA, and to make the VALP sound and legally compliant.
To facilitate this, WIN001 should be less restrictive in its approach and seek to maximise its own potential for
development as well as facilitate future development to its north.
Please see the enclosed document 'Greenway - Promotion of Land North of Winslow' for further details and justification
of the Greenway Project as a sustainable and deliverable option for growth in Winslow and Aylesbury Vale District. This
has been previously submitted to the Council as part of the promotional activity for
this land.
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Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Winslow PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Expressway PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - New Settlement PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - WIN001 PDF.PDF
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Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 Stage 2 Advocacy Document v2 OCR.pdf
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no wording in the site
specific policies that commits to the
conservation of biodiversity and a
net gain in biodiversity where
possible, as required by the NPPF,
with the exception of two small sites
D-ICK004 and D-MMO006, which
do have a commitment to a
biodiversity net gain.
The fact that only two sites commit
to a biodiversity net gain is
potentially confusing. If it is
mentioned specifically for these
sites then why not other sites? NE2
is an overarching policy that covers
biodiversity net gain, this should be
referred to in all site specific
policies.

Change to Plan

Add an addition dot point to the
site specific policies;
All development will conserve
the biodiversity on site and
provide a biodiversity net gain
through multifunctional green
infrastructure. The gains in
biodiversity will be
demonstrated through an
appropriate metric or
calculator.
OR
All development will comply
with NE2 in relation to the
conservation of biodiversity
and policies NE1-9 for the
protection of the environment
and I1 and I4 for green
infrastructure.
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Respondent: NHS (Helen Delaitre) [29329]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in terms of healthcare provision particularly as development
often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering
for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these smaller scale developments would be large enough to
generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there might be a requirement for modification to existing
infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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D-SCD003 Land at Queen Catherine Road

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

Reference is made to there being deficiencies in surface water capacity at Steeple Claydon Sewerage Treatment
Works. This facility is intended to treat sewage rather than surface water. It is also important to note that the Council's
Water Cycle Study does not identify capacity at this facility being a constraint (Table 5-1 of the Water Cycle Study).
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Please see attached schedule of changes.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no BMV agricultural land
mapping available for these sites.

Change to Plan

An addition Site criteria should be
added;
Any proposal shall be supported
by a land Grade (1-5)
assessment to identify BMV
agricultural land. Any land
valued as Grade 3a and above
will be used preferentially for
green infrastructure and green
open space (in line with Policy
NE8).
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Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

Reference is made to there being deficiencies in surface water capacity at Steeple Claydon Sewerage Treatment
Works. The purpose of this facility is intended to treat sewage rather than surface water. It is also important to note that
the Council's Water Cycle Study also does not identify capacity at this facility being a constraint (Table 5-1 of the Water
Cycle Study).

Change to Plan

Please see attached schedule of changes.
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no BMV agricultural land
mapping available for these sites.

Change to Plan

An addition Site criteria should be
added;
Any proposal shall be supported
by a land Grade (1-5)
assessment to identify BMV
agricultural land. Any land
valued as Grade 3a and above
will be used preferentially for
green infrastructure and green
open space (in line with Policy
NE8).
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Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Bovis Homes have an interest in land south of Creslow Way, Stone and fully support its allocation for residential
development in the Local Plan.
Stone is defined as a sustainable settlement. The site relates well to the existing urban from and the services and
facilities within the village would be readily accessible to future residents. The site is not subject to any nationally
significant or local environmental, landscape or cultural designations, and there are no over riding constraints to
development. The site is deliverable in NPPF terms and can be brought forward immediately to meet identified
housing needs. Its development would, therefore, positively contribute to the economic, social and environmental
objectives of sustainable development advocated by the NPPF.
However, it is apparent that the scope of the site's development is unduly limited by the terms of the policy set out at DSTO0008, that refers to the delivery of only 10 dwellings. Moreover, the allocation area shown on the Proposals Map is
only a relatively small part of the available site (refer to appended Site Plan).
Some explanation is provided in the HELAA that refers to the "northeastern part of the site" being suitable for
development (the allocated site), and the "southern half of the site" being unsuitable for development as it "has
landscape and visual constraints" (the wider site). However, that conclusion is not supported by the Local Plan's own
evidence base. The AVDC Strategic Landscape Appraisal highlights the presence of the dense scrub and tree
planting within parts of the site, but also the limited impact its development would have on the wider landscape
character and visual amenity. It concludes that there is potential to develop 85% of the wider site, but that the
boundary vegetation should be retained and enhanced to minimise the impact on the conservation area to the west and
to integrate the development into the surrounding landscape. Consequently the accompanying plan identifies a much
larger development area than the allocated site, which in any case is not clearly defined on the ground by landscape
features.
Clearly the limited extent of the site's allocation in the Local Plan is not justified by the evidence base and is entirely
inappropriate in that it will not facilitate the efficient and effective development of the site as required by the NPPF. The
site's allocation should instead reflect the natural boundaries of the site as indicated in the appended Site Plan.
Moreover, the "Site Criteria" within the policy are unduly prohibitive. Notably, part (a) of the policy, refers to a capacity
of only 10 dwellings at a density that reflects the surrounding area. However, the HELAA refers to a site area of 1.2ha
(the allocated site) with a much higher capacity of 42 dwellings. The policy should, therefore, be revised to highlight the
intention to optimise the wider site's capacity to ensure its delivery through a careful assessment and design exercise.
That exercise should take account of the matters highlighted in the policy, including the settlement's character and
identify, and the potential for mitigation through the implementation of a robust landscape scheme as an integral part of
the development.
In that regard, however, part (c) of the policy is unduly onerous in strictly requiring the strict retention of the hedgerow
and trees on the site. An assessment of their relative quality and value is required, and whilst in light of that
assessment there retention should be encouraged where it is merited and wherever it is practicable, it cannot prevent
otherwise sustainable development proposals being delivered that would deliver significant socio-economic benefits,
and particularly where there is significant scope for landscape mitigation (as highlighted in part b).
Similarly part (d) of the policy is unduly onerous. Archaeology is an important consideration, but requiring in-situ
preservation for remains of more than local importance is too negative and prescriptive and goes beyond the terms of
the NPPF (paras. 128 and 129) with the result that it could prevent otherwise sustainable development. In accordance
with the NPPG the policy should require an appropriate desk based assessment and where necessary field evaluation
that would then determine the appropriate mitigation required mitigation required taking account of the merits of the
proposed development (as Policy BE1 of the Local Plan does).
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes support the principle of D-STO008, but object to the extent of the
allocation and terms of the policy that are considered unsound on the basis that the policy:
- has not been positively prepared as it is not based on a strategy that will ensure that the housing needs will be met
within the plan period;
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies;
- is not effective in that the policy is unduly restrictive; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of
enabling sustainable development and supporting rural communities.

Summary:

Bovis Homes support the principle of D-STO008, but object to the extent of the allocation and terms of the policy that
are considered unsound, as the policy:
-not been positively prepared as not based on a strategy that will ensure that housing needs will be met within the plan
period;
-is not justified, as is not the most appropriate strategy and no considered reasonable alternative strategies;

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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-is not effective, as policy is unduly restrictive;and
-is inconsistent with national policy, as not fully reflect the Government's priorities and policies in terms of enabling
sustainable development and supporting rural communities.
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

Proposed Change:
D-STO008 should, therefore allocate the full extent of the available site to optimise the development capacity.
Furthermore, the policy should be revised as follows:
- (a) The capacity of the site will be optimised through an assessment and design exercise that takes account other
adjacent settlement character and identity;
- (c) The retention of the hedgerow and trees is encouraged where its is merited and practicable; and
- (d) A desk based archaeological assessment and where appropriate field evaluation is required.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Land south Creslow Way 131217.pdf
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

No concerns on water supply , wastewater and foul sewerage infrastructure with this individual development site.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf
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D-WHI009 Holt's Field, Whitchurch

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Neil Smith) [31944]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I see that you are given as the contact for the above meeting. I would be grateful if you could draw the attention of the
participants to this email.
By way of background, I am a resident of Whitchurch concerned about some of the implications of the draft local plan
and the Bucks Districts and LEP MOU attached to the agenda. I have no "official" or vested interest in the subject
beyond my status as a resident.
Like many residents I am concerned about the risk of excessive housing development and I note that for Whitchurch,
22 new houses are included in the proposal for the period to 2033. Even if this number were to be considered
acceptable, can some language be included to make it plain that this is a maximum, to avoid a continual drip-drip of
applications to exceed this number?
The MOU referenced in the agenda, makes it plain that the officers have in mind proposing an increase in the amount
of new housing in Aylesbury Vale beyond the stated "need", because the other districts are thought not to have
sufficient room to accommodate their own needs. The numbers are startling. The "need" in Aylesbury Vale is given as
18100 houses, and in Chilterns and South Bucks 26100. However the proposal is that 27400 should be built in AV and
only 19400 in C&SB.
As written, i understand the draft District Plan, is based on the need and not any extra allocation, as above. To be
meaningful, Ithe plan should also indicate the geographic distribution planned, should this aggregate amount of
housing be at the higher level, which is some 50% above the assessed need.
Finally, and here there is hope, I note the careful language in the MOU, accompanying the above numbers. It states
that
"The Councils agreed that the housing need within the HMA would first fall to be met within each plan area based on
the needs of each individual plan area, but if that was proven to be impossible then the resultant need would be met
elsewhere within the 'best fit' HMA where it was reasonable to do so and was consistent with achieving sustainable
development. "(My bold underlining)
The phrase "proven to be impossible" is not a figure of speech. it implies that proof (not just evidence) is demonstrated
that it is impossible to build the needed houses in the areas of need. Impossible does not mean "inconvenient",
"uneconomic", "undesirable" for instance but that the goal could not be met locally by any possible course of action. It
would be helpful if the Committee could consider and at least outline, the way that they would seek to check if the test
of "proven to be impossible" should be met.

Summary:

Like many residents I am concerned about the risk of excessive housing development and I note that for Whitchurch,
22 new houses are included in the proposal for the period to 2033. Even if this number were to be considered
acceptable, can some language be included to make it plain that this is a maximum, to avoid a continual drip-drip of
applications to exceed this number?

Change to Plan

can some language be included to make it plain that this is a maximum, to avoid a continual drip-drip of applications to
exceed this number?
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Legal?
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Soundness Tests
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D-WHI009 Holt's Field, Whitchurch

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

The site is outside Thames Water's supply area on water supply. Do not envisage any infrastructure concerns on
wastewater infrastructure capacity if the south drains south to Whitchurch. If the site drains north or west with regard to
sewerage then it would fall under Anglian Water's jurisdiction.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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N/A

Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

(Ref: APP/J0405/W/16/3152177) for 59 residential dwellings, the Inspector concurred that "looking ot the effect on the
AAL as a whole I am satisfied that the proposal would not adversely affect any distant panoramic views and that
appropriate mitigation could be provided". In contrast to the Holt's Field site, it would form a natural continuation of the
extent of the village along Oving Road and not result in a significant adverse impact on the AAL. It should therefore be
considered as an allocation in the VALP and could deliver a higher number of dwellings at this sustainable settlement.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Attachments:
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
1842a_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Mr David Dilly [31096]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

VALP is UNSOUND an ineffective when judged by the provision of truly affordable housing in rural communities both by
past outcomes and by what is being proposed in the draft plan
In the last four decades, AVDC has failed to enable the construction of progressively affordable homes for the yound
residents of this Brill community (to rest, lease or buy). This draft VALP offers no prospect that dearth of supply
changing in the future (Brill has no officer-led, centrally-selected sites identified in the HELLA survey).
This combined ambiguous substance of paragraphs 4.151/4.152/4.154/5.14/5.15/5.16 render the VALP negative and
therefore UNSOUND with regard to affordable housing provision, in rural communities such as Brill, where no Parish
Council-inspired Neighbourhood Plan has been produced, and hence no "need" confirmation statement exists.
To address the perennial dilemma of the lack of affordable housing supply, together with a lack of diversity of supply,
this VALP should contain pro-active templates to inspire community-led action to self-help, where no enabling AVDC
plan to provide for young residents exists.

Summary:

Submission succinct

Change to Plan

AVDC to provide legally constructed templates to inspire and enable rural communities to self-help and provide
progressively affordable housing in perpetuity for the young residents of the community through partnerships of local cooperation.
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Dilly David 31096 Scan0014.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0015.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0016.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0013_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Object to 4.151-4.154. The Plan is too negative and restrictive with regard to future development at medium villages
and should support sustainable development.
The site at land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville should be allocated for residential development.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

Policies should provide a positive and clear strategy on a spatial basis and should not be written on the basis of not
meeting the housing requirement.
More provision for housing should be made at medium villages to ensure that housing deliver targets are maintained.
Additional housing sites should be allocated at Newton Longville.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S2 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) NL plan.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) D2_Redacted.pdf
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Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 4.151 to 4.154 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) H6_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

The Plan is too negative and restrictive with regard to future development at medium villages and should support
sustainable development.
The site at land east of the Broadway, Grendon Underwood should be allocated for residential development.
Land south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood is also suitable for residential development.

Change to Plan

Policies should provide a positive and clear strategy on a spatial basis and should not be written on the basis of not
meeting the housing requirement.
More provision for housing should be made at medium villages to ensure that housing deliver targets are maintained.
Additional housing sites should be allocated at Grendon Underwood.
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Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 4.151 to 4.154 GU_Redacted.pdf
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Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Taylor Wimpey South Midlands [32254]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Taylor Wimpey South Midlands in relation to interests in land South of Weston Road, Great
Horwood please find attached our representations to the VALP. This includes comments on S2, D2, Delivering the
allocated sites at Medium Villages, H1 and BE2

Summary:

To address concerns expressed regarding the spatial strategy and the need to safeguard against delivery of housing
dropping below expected rates and future proofing against the need to undertake an early review of the VALP, further
sites should be allocated. This should include our clients land at land south of Weston Road, Great Horwood, which
could if necessary be treated as a reserve. Reflective of its anticipated yield in the Council's latest HELAA it could be
allocated for around 40 dwellings with a mix of dwellings sizes and tenures that reflects policy requirements and local
needs.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Ms F. Mari [32050]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

REF: MMO006
VALP Methodology
I moved to Maids Moreton at the end of January 2017. I had been seeking peace and quiet and improved air quality, in
order to recuperate from a long illness. Partly because of this illness, 7 years elapsed before I was able to move, during
which time I consulted a great many planning documents, SHLAAs, minutes from meetings, etc. at all levels of
administration. So, while I am a newcomer to this area, I am more familiar than most with the labyrinthine nature of
strategic planning in the SE of England.
I have recently tried to consider as many documents as possible relating to the VALP but to have to read the equivalent
of a number of academic texts in less than six weeks is an impossibly tall order. In addition to the VALP itself, in its
assorted incarnations, the other significant document in this matter has been Buckingham Town Council's response to
the VALP. (As summarised in the document at (09/12/2017) https://www.buckingham-tc.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/171211-ExFC-Appendix-A-1.pdf ) I here endorse all the objections made in that document,
noting that these objections predominantly focus on a general unsoundness in the VALP.
In addition, I wish to express objections more specifically, under three headings: Community, Services and Facilities,
and Environment and well-being.
Community
Neighbouring places need some neighbourliness between neighbours in lived reality. Not only are the VALP housing
allocations for Buckingham and Maids Moreton distinctly UNneighbourly in their excessiveness (in relation to other,
similarly sized, communities), but these plans are already fostering divisions between both individual neighbours and
between communities. It is also unneighbourly to skew housing matters in favour of landowners and developers rather
than, more properly, in favour of local tax-paying residents. Therefore, I also strongly object to the VALP on the
grounds of unneighbourliness.
Related to this is the matter of planned affordable housing. It should be a matter of some urgency to receive
assurances from AVDC that developers will not use "viability assessments" to reduce agreed allocations. No resident
can truly benefit from such practices, and increased social divisions and inequalities are likely to appear in
consequence, as families fracture and connections are severed. Therefore, I also object to the VALP on the grounds of
inadequate safeguarding of adequate provision for affordable and social housing.
Services and facilities
Contrary to the statement at the VALP para 4.151, Maids Moreton is far from "moderately well served with services and
facilities". None of the three community buildings - church, hall and pub, can currently accommodate all the local
residents. We will all have to go into Buckingham to discuss any problems arising in Maids Moreton. There are no other
local services other than veterinarian. Every local resident must go to Buckingham, or further, to meet their every
domestic need. Local public services are already overstretched: a 60% increase in demand by Maids Moreton residents
for medical, social, and educational services will increase the strain, perhaps to breaking point. All Buckingham
residents will be affected. Local public transport is already inadequate, most particularly for residents of Maids Moreton.
A local bus every 2 hours is a token service at best. The most likely future scenario is a significant increase in personal
car use, on an already inadequate local road system. All Buckingham residents will be affected.
Local health services are also greatly stretched, one indicator being the current waiting time for urgent blood testing.
Again, inadequate health care provision will affect all Buckingham residents.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds of its inadequate plans for supportive infrastructures.
Environment and Well-being
Any development, whatever its size, will result in increased noise, air, and light pollutions, both during construction and
during subsequent occupation. I take little comfort from the VALP paragraphs 8.46 & 47 that residents should not be
"unreasonably" harmed, and would like to have explained exactly what level (and quality) of harm to residents is
considered "reasonable".
Noise and light pollutions infringe on personal privacy, increase stress, interfere with sleep, and therefore negatively
impact on both mental health and physical well being, and so seriously compromise an individual's, or indeed a
community's, quality of life. Again, the VALP offers no assurances: on the one hand much new road building is
mentioned through the document, and yet the writers also, at paras 9.38 and 39, for instance, mention a "less than
significant" impact on air quality, without satisfactorily demonstrating how this will be achieved, nor indeed defining
"significance" in this context.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds it is highly likely to prove physically and mentally injurious as
well as environmentally deleterious.
Concluding remarks.
In conclusion, I must note that the VALP is but one of many such documents across the SE, all hastily contrived, many
riddled with sophistry and obvious opportunism, and all constantly prone to constant abridgement, as with the South
East plan, or multiple revisions, as indeed has been this VALP. This seems to be true at every level of 'strategic'
planning, from the government's own piecemeal and toothless legislation, down to the (always unfinished) work of the
(unpaid and put upon) volunteers who constitute our parish councils. I have no confidence whatever that my needs, or
those of my neighbours, will ever be met by such a shambolic and byzantine system, so open to venality and so lacking
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in real knowledge of and sympathy with real tax-payers.
Summary:

Maids Moreton is far from 'moderately well served with services and facilities'. None of the three community buildings
can accommodate all the local residents. There are no other services apart from a veterinarian. Every local resident
must go to Buckingham, or further, to meet their every domestic need. Local public services are already
overstretched. Buckingham residents will be affected. Local public transport is already inadequate. Local health
services are also greatly stretched. Objects strongly to VALP on the grounds that there are inadequate plans for
supporting infrastructure.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Mari, F. 32050.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 464 - 31996 - 4.152 - i, ii

464

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.152

Respondent: Tingewick Parish Council (Mr Andrew Jenkinson)
[31996]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Having discussed this at the Tingewick Parish Council meeting we believe this wording to be unsound. Reference to
lack of information on suitable access is just one of many reasons that SHLAA did not allocate these sites. To just
make reference to access is incorrect and completely misleading.

Summary:

Having discussed this at the Tingewick Parish Council meeting we believe this wording to be unsound. Reference to
lack of information on suitable access is just one of many reasons that SHLAA did not allocate these sites. To just
make reference to access is incorrect and completely misleading.

Change to Plan

A far more detailed policy making reference to the SHLAAis required.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1009 - 32407 - 4.152 - i, ii

1009

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.152

Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Land and Partners objects to the proposal to not allocate land at Stoke Hammond
for development. This is a highly sustainable location for growth and the reason
for not allocating land here is considered to be unjustified.
Para 4.152 states that no allocations are made at Stoke Hammond due to the
amount of commitments/completions in this settlement. This is not considered to
be a sound reason to limit further growth.
Land and Partners controls land at Stoke Hammond as shown in the attached
Location Plan. The site is very well contained and was considered part suitable
for 30 dwellings in the HELAA January 2017.
There is reason to allocate additional sites within AVDC to meet the full OAN
within the district. Please see our representation relating to the Spatial Strategy.
In the context of strategic long term growth there is no justification to exclude this
suitable site from the allocations in the VALP
Overall strategy context:
The latest assessment of housing need has reduced the objectively assessed
need (OAN) of AVDC. This has increased the district's capacity to meet the unmet
needs of the other Buckinghamshire authorities within AVDC, but overall the full
OAN is not being met.
Growth projected in AVDC's own housing needs must not be compromised by the
strategy to meet the unmet needs of the other Buckinghamshire authorities. The
starting point should be to meet housing needs in the location where they arise.
Only when it is unsustainable to do so (due to constraints such as the Green Belt)
should the needs be met elsewhere.
Our concern is that there is additional capacity within Wycombe, South Bucks
and Chiltern districts which is not being considered for development. Meanwhile
AVDC is reducing it's own requirements to accommodate the growth which the
othe Buckinghamshire authorities will not meet in the latest iterations of their
plans. AVDC should not compromise its own requirements to meet the needs of
the Buckinghamshire authorities before every opportunity to meet the needs
where they arise has been explored.
This is particularly important to the effectiveness of the plan when considering
the strategic position of AVDC in terms of the future growth corridor between
Oxford and Cambridge. There will be considerable opportunities arising from
infrastructure provision through this corridor, particularly from East West Rail.
The increased accessibility of areas within AVDC in relation to high growth
employment centres will increase housing needs in the long term. Unjustified
reductions in OAN at this stage mean the plan is not positively prepared for
sustainable plan--led development in the long term.

Summary:

An additional allocation at Land at Hunters Lodge Stables, Stoke Hammond, would help to meet the
OAN of AVDC where the need arises. Please see the accompanying document showing the extent of
the site suitable for development.

Change to Plan

An allocation should be made at Land at Hunters Lodge Stables, Stoke Hammond, as this was
considered suitable in the HELAA and there is a long term need for sustable development in the
district to meet the full OAN.
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Respondent: Mr David Dilly [31096]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

VALP is UNSOUND an ineffective when judged by the provision of truly affordable housing in rural communities both by
past outcomes and by what is being proposed in the draft plan
In the last four decades, AVDC has failed to enable the construction of progressively affordable homes for the yound
residents of this Brill community (to rest, lease or buy). This draft VALP offers no prospect that dearth of supply
changing in the future (Brill has no officer-led, centrally-selected sites identified in the HELLA survey).
This combined ambiguous substance of paragraphs 4.151/4.152/4.154/5.14/5.15/5.16 render the VALP negative and
therefore UNSOUND with regard to affordable housing provision, in rural communities such as Brill, where no Parish
Council-inspired Neighbourhood Plan has been produced, and hence no "need" confirmation statement exists.
To address the perennial dilemma of the lack of affordable housing supply, together with a lack of diversity of supply,
this VALP should contain pro-active templates to inspire community-led action to self-help, where no enabling AVDC
plan to provide for young residents exists.

Summary:
Submission succinct
Change to Plan
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AVDC to provide legally constructed templates to inspire and enable rural communities to self-help and provide
progressively affordable housing in perpetuity for the young residents of the community through partnerships of local cooperation.
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Respondent: DPD Architects (Mr Mark Longworth) [29481]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find appended our consultation response in relation to the Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

Summary:

It is contended that para 4.152 as outlined in point 2 does not meet the strategic aims of the Local Plan as it fails to
ensure appropriate growth to settlements to preserve community facilities and services and fails to provide an
appropriate and balanced mix of property sizes in settlements such as Weston Turville.
There are a number of suitable sites for development which would round off the settlement boundary without impacting
on the Conservation Area, including Quakers Mead WTV007, is a potential development site which can meet some of
the housing need as demonstrated in the Neighbourhood Plan survey

Change to Plan

Weston Turville to be reclassified as sustainable Larger Village with good transport connections.
Housing allocation of the settlement of Weston Turville to be significantly increased to reflect local requirements as
outlined in the evidence base of the Consultation Neighbourhood Plan.
Policy S8 to be reworded.
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Respondent: Mr Tim Jones [28526]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

"Newton Longville and Maids Moreton have an excess of suitable HELAA sites" is no justification whatsoever for
assigning 62% of all the expansion among the Medium sized villages in this entire plan to one village. Regardless of
sites deemed 'eligible', the good words around 'in keeping' or 'sustainable village life' cannot possibly be met with such
extraordinary growth in a single village.
Maids Moreton has around 330 houses in 2017, an additional 170 houses equates to a 50% expansion in a single
village, it is simply not possible to maintain the existing village community with such expansion. The plan designates
Maids Moreton a Village, not a town.

Summary:

Back in 2010 the AVDC Plan made mention of 'acknowledging the unique village of Maids Moreton, must be taken into
account when considering the expansion of Buckingham'. Where has that correct thinking gone?
170 additional houses in Maids Moreton alone, represents 62% of all the newhomes throughout all the villlages covered
by this Plan, and a 50% increase in the houses in the village, this cannot be right.

Change to Plan
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Accepting the Medium villages need to help meet the housing demand across the Vale, 330 existing homes plus a
generous 20% growth would see a more sustainable and sensible additional 65-70 new homes in the village. Please
reconsider destroying this village.
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Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Objection is made to the fact that Gawcott is not going to provide any residential allocations in the plan period. This
settlement is a sustainable location with a number of facilities including a primary school, village hall and shop and
being in close proximity to Buckingham. It is considered that the site off Buckingham Road provides an excellent
location for additional housing development and should be allocated in the Plan. The site has been promoted through
earlier iterations of the Plan and was found to be a suitable site for development. The Strategic Landscape and Visual
Capacity Study that is a background document to the Plan identifies it as a suitable site with the potential to develop
60% of the site continuing the existing settlement edge. It is clear that the site will not cause any adverse harm in
landscape and visual terms and should therefore be allocated for development. Attached to this representation are a
Site Location Plan and Site Layout Plan showing how the site could be developed.

Summary:

The site at Buckingham Road, Gawcott should be allocated for development

Change to Plan

Gawcott should provide housing allocations within the Plan period to assist with meeting the District's requirement
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Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
However land south of Castle Street and west of Longherdon Farm should be
included as an allocation to reflect the planning consent granted subject to a S106
agreement in this location (17/01248/AOP). An allocation should be made to show
this commitment for 10 dwellings and a shop, in order to make the plan effective
and sound.
This site will contribute a mix of much needed homes within the village but also
reestablish a shop within easy reach of new and existing residents. This
positively influences the sustainability of Marsh Gibbon as a location for future
growth.

Summary:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
However land south of Castle Street and west of Longherdon Farm should be
included as an allocation to reflect the planning consent granted subject to a S106
agreement in this location (17/01248/AOP). An allocation should be made to show
this commitment for 10 dwellings and a shop, in order to make the plan effective
and sound.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
However land south of Little Marsh Road should be included as an allocation to
reflect the planning consent granted in this location (16/03379/AOP). An allocation
should be made to show this commitment for 22 dwellings, in order to make the
plan effective and sound.

Summary:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
However land south of Little Marsh Road should be included as an allocation to
reflect the planning consent granted in this location (16/03379/AOP). An allocation
should be made to show this commitment for 22 dwellings, in order to make the
plan effective and sound.

Change to Plan

Land south of Little Marsh Road should be included as an allocation to reflect
the planning consent granted in this location (16/03379/AOP). An allocation
should be made to show this commitment for up to 22 dwellings, in order to
make the plan effective and sound
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Respondent: Mr Barry Durlock [32342]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

As part of the ongoing Local Plan consultation, I would like to register an objection to thee allocation in Maids Moreton
for 170 homes.
The Council has said we are a "medium village" but we do not meet the criteria for being one. Even if we did, other
medium villages have been allocated far fewer new homes in the Local Plan than we have. This development will
increase our population by 60% which surely cannot be considered sustainable.
I do not understand how the council can allocate this site for so much development having previously decided not to
develop the site close to Milton Keynes, which had capacity for 2000 homes. I believe that this would have been a far
better option, not only for our village but for several others nearby.

Summary:

objection to thee allocation in Maids Moreton for 170 homes. I do not understand how the council can allocate this site
for so much development having previously decided not to develop the site close to Milton Keynes, which had capacity
for 2000 homes. I believe that this would have been a far better option, not only for our village but for several others
nearby.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1152_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1275 - 32101 - 4.153 - None

1275

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.153

Respondent: D Flegg [32101]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please accept this letter as an objection to the 170 houses in Maids Moreton.
I appreciate that there is a need for housing, but it is unfair to expect the village to accept a 60% increase in its
population. Buckingham is already taking a huge increase in development and this proposal will make the associated
traffic and parking problems in the local area even worse.
I gather that the Council has planned to put 2,000 houses to the south west of Milton Keynes, but then changed its
mind. This idea should be reconsidered to reduce the burden on our small village.

Summary:

objection to the 170 houses in Maids Moreton.
I appreciate that there is a need for housing, but it is unfair to expect the village to accept a 60% increase in its
population. Buckingham is already taking a huge increase in development and this proposal will make the associated
traffic and parking problems in the local area even worse.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2495_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 135 - 30338 - 4.154 - iii

135

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.154

Respondent: Mr David Saunders [30338]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

VALP paragraph 4.154 states:
"Additional development in the medium villages ... timely manner, along with satisfying the each of the criteria set out in
Policy D4 above."
The reference to Policy D4 above is incorrect. Policy D4 is below this paragraph rather than above, and refers to
housing at other settlements, rather than in medium villages. The reference should instead be to Policy D2 above.
Also, "timely manner, along with satisfying the each of the criteria" is not English. I recommend replacing those words
by "timely manner, and how it satisfies each of the criteria".

Summary:

VALP paragraph 4.154 states:
"Additional development in the medium villages ... timely manner, along with satisfying the each of the criteria set out
in Policy D4 above."
The reference to Policy D4 above is incorrect. Policy D4 is below this paragraph rather than above, and refers to
housing at other settlements, rather than in medium villages. The reference should instead be to Policy D2 above.
Also, "timely manner, along with satisfying the each of the criteria" is not English. I recommend replacing those words
by "timely manner, and how it satisfies each of the criteria".

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Replace D4 by D2. Replace "along with satisfying the" by "and how it satisfies"
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 465 - 31996 - 4.154 - i

465

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.154

Respondent: Tingewick Parish Council (Mr Andrew Jenkinson)
[31996]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is extremely poorly worded. What is meant by "sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate anticipated."
Would land banking by developers or in-ability to move forward due to agreeing s106 agreements would this allow then
other unallocated sites be gained? The 5 year land supply is currently showing 9 years we should not require this
clause.

Summary:

This is extremely poorly worded. What is meant by "sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate anticipated."
Would land banking by developers or in-ability to move forward due to agreeing s106 agreements would this allow then
other unallocated sites be gained? The 5 year land supply is currently showing 9 years we should not require this
clause.

Change to Plan

A rewording of the whole paragraph

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1203 - 31096 - 4.154 - None

1203

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.154

Respondent: Mr David Dilly [31096]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

VALP is UNSOUND an ineffective when judged by the provision of truly affordable housing in rural communities both by
past outcomes and by what is being proposed in the draft plan
In the last four decades, AVDC has failed to enable the construction of progressively affordable homes for the yound
residents of this Brill community (to rest, lease or buy). This draft VALP offers no prospect that dearth of supply
changing in the future (Brill has no officer-led, centrally-selected sites identified in the HELLA survey).
This combined ambiguous substance of paragraphs 4.151/4.152/4.154/5.14/5.15/5.16 render the VALP negative and
therefore UNSOUND with regard to affordable housing provision, in rural communities such as Brill, where no Parish
Council-inspired Neighbourhood Plan has been produced, and hence no "need" confirmation statement exists.
To address the perennial dilemma of the lack of affordable housing supply, together with a lack of diversity of supply,
this VALP should contain pro-active templates to inspire community-led action to self-help, where no enabling AVDC
plan to provide for young residents exists.

Summary:
Submission succinct
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

AVDC to provide legally constructed templates to inspire and enable rural communities to self-help and provide
progressively affordable housing in perpetuity for the young residents of the community through partnerships of local cooperation.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Dilly David 31096 Scan0015.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0013_Redacted.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0016.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0014.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1672 - 29224 - 4.154 - None

1672

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.154

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

D4 should read D2.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1684_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 134 - 31874 - D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of Great Stone House - ii

134

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of
Great Stone House

Respondent: Chris Muldoon [31874]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Any proposed development of homes on the Aylesbury road site is within the Cuddington Conservation Area (CA). The
Aylesbury Road site is situated at the entrance to the village and any development will be the first houses seen on
entering Cuddington along Aylesbury Road.
The Conservation Area Supplementary Planning Document section 4.4.3 states: "Development will not be permitted
where it will have an adverse impact on the character or appearance, or views into or out of the CA. The most
important views into or out of each CA are identified in the CA Appraisals and Management Plans".
The views from Spickett's Lane across the proposed development site are specifically mentioned on page 3 of the
Cuddington CA Appraisal Document (Feb 2008) stating....."at the southern entrance are townspace views across a
paddock and this is still a pleasant rural access to the village".
The paddock and views across it are also specifically mentioned in the 1973 Cuddington Appraisal Plan and application
for Conservation Area status. It further states that this is an important area to keep open.
Any housing development will not enhance the character and appearance of the area and the loss the open area of
land will negatively impact on the Cuddington Conservation Area.
Given the above, I cannot understand why this site has been deemed suitable/part suitable for housing development. I
am opposed to any housing development on this site.

Summary:

Proposed site is within Cuddington Conservation Area. CA Supplementary Planning Document (4.4.3) states no
development permitted which adversely impacts the appearance/views in/out of CA. Spickett's Lane views across
development site specifically quoted as valuable in Cuddington CA Appraisal document (2008) and the original CA
plan/application (1973). Also states that this is an important area to keep open. Housing development will not enhance
the appearance of the area which is at the entrance to the village and the loss of the open land will negatively impact
the CA.

Change to Plan

na

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 345 - 30426 - D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of Great Stone House - i

345

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of
Great Stone House

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The site access is close to the existing 30mph sign and development would extend to Spickets Lane. Traffic surveys
have shown that vehicle speeds in this area exceed the legal limit and that the bend in the road to the east has poor
visibility and is dangerous.

Summary:

The site access is close to the existing 30mph sign and development would extend to Spickets Lane. Traffic surveys
have shown that vehicle speeds in this area exceed the legal limit and that the bend in the road to the east has poor
visibility and is dangerous.

Change to Plan

Add criteria:Development will address the poor safety on Aylesbury Road in this location by relocating the existing 30mph signs
much further to the east.
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No

Legal?
Yes
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No
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1469 - 29264 - D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of Great Stone House - None

1469

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of
Great Stone House

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

We do not envisage there to be water supply or wastewater infrastructure capacity problems nor to foul flows or surface
water flows.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified
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N/A

Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1837 - 29947 - D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of Great Stone House - i, ii, iii, iv

1837

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road and rear of
Great Stone House

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

The inclusion of this site within the VALP is supported. However, the site extends to 0.57ha and development of the
entire site would not be harmful to the character of the area as it would align with the prevailing pattern of development
in the immediate context. The allocation should therefore be widened to the entire 0.57ha site (including land to the
rear) and the number of dwellings specified consequentially increased to 10 units. Criteria d. of the policy should
therefore be deleted.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1842a_Redacted.pdf
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 225 - 31913 - D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm - i, ii, iii

225

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm

Respondent: Mrs Gillian Fisher [31913]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

If 15 houses are built at Dadbrook Farm there will be a minimum of 30 more vehicles in the village. Dadbrook is a
narrow, poorly maintained road, not appropriate for more vehicles. The general infrastructure in Cuddington is suitable
for a 'small village' so therefore proposed more housing is inappropriate. The access roads in Cuddington are already
overused by outside traffic. Access to amenities in Cuddington is very limited and to use a regular bus service residents
have to walk up to the A418 along Dadbrook which is narrow and with no footpath.

Summary:

If 15 houses are built at Dadbrook Farm there will be a minimum of 30 more vehicles in the village. Dadbrook is a
narrow, poorly maintained road, not appropriate for more vehicles. The general infrastructure in Cuddington is suitable
for a 'small village' so therefore proposed more housing is inappropriate. The access roads in Cuddington are already
overused by outside traffic. Access to amenities in Cuddington is very limited and to use a regular bus service residents
have to walk up to the A418 along Dadbrook which is narrow and with no footpath.

Change to Plan

Fewer houses built and improved highway access into the village which includes pedestrian footpath up to the A418.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 344 - 30426 - D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm - i

344

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

There is inadequate detail of the site infrastructure in an area known for highway and drainage issues. Further work is
needed to address these issues before the site can be genuinely regarded as suitable location for development. The
time frame should be extended to allow these studies to be completed. There is also uncertainty about delivery within
the 1 to 5 year period.

Summary:

There is inadequate detail of the site infrastructure in an area known for highway and drainage issues. Further work is
needed to address these issues before the site can be genuinely regarded as suitable location for development. The
time frame should be extended to allow these studies to be completed. There is also uncertainty about delivery within
the 1 to 5 year period.

Change to Plan

Subject to further studies , development will be in years 5 to 10.
Further and detailed assessment is required of the site access details and drainage.
Built form should be on the lower land to protect distant views of the skyline and the amenity of existing residents.
The boundary with the countryside should be well defined with new hedge and tree planting to restrict further growth to
the east and south.
Provision should be made across the landowners land for a pedestrian link to bus stops at King's Cross for the benefit
of new and existing residents.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 819 - 31871 - D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm - None

819

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm

Respondent: Mr Christopher Ashley [31871]

Agent:

Full Text:

Mr Christopher Ashley [31871]

We act on behalf of James Gibson who is the owner of Dadbrook Farm Cuddington
We are instructed to comment on the proposed allocation for development at Dadbrook Farm outlined in the VALP
submission.
1. We support the principle and proposal for residential development on the site but consider 15 units or so to be
inadequate.
2. We propose a larger site and number of units possibly 50 - 60 to be considered for development. This (still) modest
scale in this location would be entirely appropriate and sustainable. The inclusion of such additional development on
the Dadbrook farm yard site would potentially fund and facilitate relocation of the farm buildings out of the village,
providing enhancement to the community of Cuddington and clear planning gain and removing any potential conflict
with any new residential development on the site.

Summary:

We propose a larger site and number of units possibly 50 - 60 to be considered for development. This (still) modest
scale in this location would be entirely appropriate and sustainable. The inclusion of such additional development on
the Dadbrook farm yard site would potentially fund and facilitate relocation of the farm buildings out of the village,
providing enhancement to the community of Cuddington and clear planning gain and removing any potential conflict
with any new residential development on the site.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1470 - 29264 - D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm - None

1470

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

We do not envisage there to be water supply or wastewater infrastructure capacity problems nor to foul flows or surface
water flows.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified
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N/A

Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1010 - 32407 - D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields - ii

1010

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields

Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The allocation of land off Turnfields for residential development is supported.
The site is the subject of a current outline application (17/02516/AOP) for up to 30
dwellings.
The site's capacity has been tested for this application and up to 30 homes is
considered to be the most appropriate number when considering existing and
proposed infrastructure, landscape context, surrounding densities and the
efficient use of land.
The policy wording should be amended to reflect the site's capacity for up to 30
homes. This capacity is shown to be appropriate in the comprehensive technical
reports accompanying application 17/02516/AOP.
It is noted that there is a minor inconsistency whereby the policy states the land
is allocated for 20 dwellings but the site criteria states provision of around 20
dwellings.

Summary:

The allocation of land off Turnfields for residential development is supported.
The site is the subject of a current outline application (17/02516/AOP) for up to 30
dwellings.
The site's capacity has been tested for this application and up to 30 homes is
considered to be the most appropriate number when considering existing and
proposed infrastructure, landscape context, surrounding densities and the
efficient use of land.
The policy wording should be amended to reflect the site's capacity for up to 30
homes.

Change to Plan

The allocation is supported but the detailed wording should be amended to reflect the site's capacity
for up to 30 dwellings

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes
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Harbottle, Jonathan 32407 VALP response form Ickford - Email.pdf
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VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1492 - 29264 - D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields - None

1492

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

No concerns on water supply , wastewater and foul sewerage infrastructure with this individual development site. There
may be an issue from cumulative development in the Ickford area of the Worminghall STW if other development went
ahead.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf
1470_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2548 - 28819 - D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields - None

2548

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields

Respondent: Coda Planning (Mr Adam Murray) [28819]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

above please find attached a representation to the VALP proposed submission making comments on the general
approach to delivering the OAN with specific reference to the settlement of Ickford.

Summary:

in deeming ICK004
suitable for development the HELAA does not provide any positive justification as
to why this is the case. While this raises concerns as to the rationale behind its
allocation, by itself a lack of rigorous assessment does not necessarily mean it
isn't suitable as it is claimed to be. However it is apparent that, even through a
cursory assessment, a number of the reasons given for the competing sites being
unsuitable also apply to ICK004.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Murray Adam 28819 VALP response.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 231 - 31915 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

231

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Dr Audrey Coatesworth [31915]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object on the following grounds :1) Little employment in and around Maids Moreton. Hence MM will be used simply as a convenience for MK and also,
with MK or Bicester rail links, to southern areas and will become a dormitory village.
2) Using pasture and farmland - not a brown fill site
3) Traffic is already a continual problem with existing population in MM - this will worsen dramatically as exit/entry roads
can not be widened at critical points.
4)Increase in demand for medical services and school places - these are already overstretched.

Summary:

I object on the following grounds :1) Little employment in and around Maids Moreton. Hence MM will be used simply as a convenience for MK and also,
with MK or Bicester rail links, to southern areas and will become a dormitory village.
2) Using pasture and farmland - not a brown fill site
3) Traffic is already a continual problem with existing population in MM - this will worsen dramatically as exit/entry roads
can not be widened at critical points.
4)Increase in demand for medical services and school places - these are already overstretched.

Change to Plan

Development needs to be much smaller - to keep within average for a medium sized village- i.e 14% increase in size
due to development. Hence the number of houses suggested is far too many to be integrated into the surroundings and
the village.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 242 - 31921 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

242

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mrs Jane Harman [31921]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the VALP Proposal to increase the population of Maids Moreton by 61%.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas.
I object as the proposed VALP intends to build on pasture & farmland, not brownfield sites.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the specific feeling of a village community.
I object as the proposed VALP as it will increase demand for medical/social services that are already overstretched.
I object as the proposed VALP will compromise the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.

Summary:

I object to the VALP Proposal to increase the population of Maids Moreton by 61%.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas.
I object as the proposed VALP intends to build on pasture & farmland, not brownfield sites.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the specific feeling of a village community.
I object as the proposed VALP as it will increase demand for medical/social services that are already overstretched.
I object as the proposed VALP will compromise the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.

Change to Plan

The community of Maids Moreton must be consulted for their views of the development of their village and their views
adhered to. Maids Moreton should not be used to accommodate housing needs of the south of the county.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 243 - 31922 - 4.158 - i, ii, iv

243

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Ms Vanessa Nagy [31922]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to the local plan as there is very little employment and work opportunities in this area, the jobs are in Milton
Keynes or the southern areas of the county. Building in this area will just create a commuter belt with poor
infrastructure (it already takes 55 minutes to drive to MK station in rush hour, a journey that should be 19 minutes!).
Surely it makes sense to build closer to work and in locations with existing infrastructure.
The development proposes a 61% increase to the village population where the average for other villages is 14%. It is
also proposed for green field sites when there are brownfield sites available in the county, It will also be the death of the
village as it will just become a dormitory of Buckingham.

Summary:

A 61% increase in the village population will be the death of the village, it will become a dormitory of Buckingham.
The road infrastructure is creaking already with the new houses on Moreton Road.
There are no jobs or employment opportunities in the vicinity with work being south of county and Milton Keynes.

Change to Plan

Align Maids Moreton with the other villages and reduce the number of new dwellings to the 14% that is the average
across the county.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 244 - 31924 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

244

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Daniel Nagy [31924]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Too many houses for a small village: 61% increase on the population will more than double the size of the village when
the existing infrastructure is already creaking. The rest of the counties villages have an average increase of 14% so this
is incredibly disproportionate especially with the work is not in this area.

Summary:

Too many houses for a small village: 61% increase on the population will more than double the size of the village when
the existing infrastructure is already creaking. The rest of the counties villages have an average increase of 14% so this
is incredibly disproportionate especially with the work is not in this area.

Change to Plan

Reduce % population increase in line with the rest of the counties villages

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 245 - 31925 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

245

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Max Nagy [31925]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

61% increase on the population of the village will be its death. There are no jobs in the area so all of these people will
be commuting out of the village to Milton Keynes or the south of the county and the infrastructure is already creaking.

Summary:

61% increase on the population of the village will be its death. There are no jobs in the area so all of these people will
be commuting out of the village to Milton Keynes or the south of the county and the infrastructure is already creaking.

Change to Plan

Reduce % increase in population in line with the rest of the counties average of 14%

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 346 - 31958 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii

346

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Russell Tobin [31958]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to this development because:
1. Traffic problems: no work here so more cars travelling and more pollution.
2. The village has insufficient parking space.
3. Main street is a bus route.
4. Walnut Drive would be a bottleneck; Foscote Road is too narrow and broken in places.
5. The farmland will be lost for ever.

Summary:

I object to this development because:
1. Traffic problems: no work here so more cars travelling and more pollution.
2. The village has insufficient parking space.
3. Main street is a bus route.
4. Walnut Drive would be a bottleneck; Foscote Road is too narrow and broken in places.
5. The farmland will be lost for ever.

Change to Plan

Maids Moreton needs no changes.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 408 - 31979 - 4.158 - ii

408

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mrs Carolyn Roberts [31979]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the proposal to build 170 houses in Maids Moreton, making it more than half as large again.
- The village would be sacrificed in order to accommodate housing requirements identified for South Buckinghamshire.
- It borders open countryside and farmland - (not brownfield land) which would be destroyed under the new proposals,
at a loss to the natural environment.
- Traffic problems are already untenable with access to the A421 and travel along it during peak periods seeing traffic
at a standstill. This could only get worse.

Summary:

I object to the proposal to build 170 houses in Maids Moreton, making it more than half as large again.
- The village would be sacrificed in order to accommodate housing requirements identified for South Buckinghamshire.
- It borders open countryside and farmland - (not brownfield land) which would be destroyed under the new proposals,
at a loss to the natural environment.
- Traffic problems are already untenable with access to the A421 and travel along it during peak periods seeing traffic
at a standstill. This could only get worse.

Change to Plan

Maids Moreton should be removed from the requirement to accept any further development. It has had enough.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 444 - 30933 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

444

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Ms Janet Rosemary Hawkins [30933]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I disagree the main centre of the village is around the church, away from the development. I believe it is around the
village hall, the Wheatsheaf and the small industrial units around Vitalograph. The proposed entrance to the site is in
the same location. This is a busy and vibrant area and is the core of village life. The proposed entrance/exit onto an
already very busy Main Street is ill conceived and the land is not suitable for development as it is prime farming land.

Summary:

I disagree the main centre of the village is around the church, away from the development. I believe it is around the
village hall, the Wheatsheaf and the small industrial units around Vitalograph. The proposed entrance to the site is in
the same location. This is a busy and vibrant area and is the core of village life. The proposed entrance/exit onto an
already very busy Main Street is ill conceived and the land is not suitable for development as it is prime farming land.

Change to Plan

Reject outright.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 497 - 32012 - 4.158 - iv

497

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Anthony Wilcox [32012]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am an individual that has recently purchased a property within Maids Moreton. When searching for a potential location
to move to, I was drawn to Maids Moreton due to its small village status and the benefits that were associated with a
small and quiet village. Upon hearing the news, I was absolutely devastated that this new development could potentially
threaten the life that I was hoping to build for my family. My concern is that this small village doesn't hold the facilities
and infrastructure to hold a greater number of homes. Should I have known this before making Maids Moreton my
home, my decision certainly would have been different.

Summary:

I am concerned that the introduction of more homes could impact the life that my family and I are building. I believe that
the village will be unable to cope with the increase in traffic among other things.

Change to Plan

Do not allow more houses to be built within Maids Moreton.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 502 - 32017 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

502

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Peter Leyland [32017]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

To: the destruction of the natural environment and reduction of open spaces; the loss of pasture and farmland; the
destruction of village community feeling and the identity of Maids Moreton; the increase in existing traffic problems. We
find that overall the proposal does not meet the requirements of sustainable development.

Summary:

To: the destruction of the natural environment and reduction of open spaces; the loss of pasture and farmland; the
destruction of village community feeling and the identity of Maids Moreton; the increase in existing traffic problems. We
find that overall the proposal does not meet the requirements of sustainable development.

Change to Plan

Reduce development

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 523 - 32025 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

523

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mrs Clare Krajnyk [32025]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the recently published VALP as it proposes a 61% increase in population when the average growth for a
medium village is 14%.
Maids Moreton should be categorised as a small village as it achieves only 4 /6 characteristics.
This is a patently unrealistic growth for Maids Moreton and will have a serious adverse impact on the village and its
inhabitants.
It will destroy the specific feeling of a village community and the distinct identity of Maids Moreton.
It will exacerbate already dangerous traffic problems.
The proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Summary:

I object to the recently published VALP as it proposes a 61% increase in population when the average growth for a
medium village is 14%.
Maids Moreton should be categorised as a small village as it achieves only 4 /6 characteristics.
This is a patently unrealistic growth for Maids Moreton and will have a serious adverse impact on the village and its
inhabitants.
It will destroy the specific feeling of a village community and the distinct identity of Maids Moreton.
It will exacerbate already dangerous traffic problems.
The proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Change to Plan

Stop the building of 170 houses in Maids Moreton.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 524 - 32026 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

524

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Andy Hodgson [32026]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the recently published VALP as it proposes a 61% increase in population when the average growth for a
medium village is 14%. Maids Moreton should be categorised as a small village as it achieves only 4 /6 characteristics.
This is a patently unrealistic growth for Maids Moreton and will have a serious adverse impact on the village and its
inhabitants.
It will further destroy the specific feeling of a village community and the distinct identity of Maids Moreton.
It will exacerbate already dangerous traffic problems.
The proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Summary:

I object to the recently published VALP as it proposes a 61% increase in population when the average growth for a
medium village is 14%. Maids Moreton should be categorised as a small village as it achieves only 4 /6 characteristics.
This is a patently unrealistic growth for Maids Moreton and will have a serious adverse impact on the village and its
inhabitants.
It will further destroy the specific feeling of a village community and the distinct identity of Maids Moreton.
It will exacerbate already dangerous traffic problems.
The proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Change to Plan

Stop immediately the building of 170 houses in Maids Moreton

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 537 - 32027 - 4.158 - iv

537

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Miss Shirley Webb [32027]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Maids Moreton is categorised as a "medium village" based on population size and 6 out of 10 defining characteristics. I
believe Maids Moreton only achieves 4 out of the 6 characteristics and should be categorised as a "small village".
This development would mean an increase in population of over 60% when the average for even a medium size village
is only 14%.
The existing traffic problems would be greatly increased.
It will compromise the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
There is little employment here, and medical/social/educational services are already overstretched.
Maids Moreton is being used to accommodate the housing needs of the south of the county.

Summary:

Overall, this proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Change to Plan

The proposal should be rejected.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 559 - 32037 - 4.158 - i

559

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Mark Ballantyne [32037]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

This idea will cause too much traffic in a small village and increase risk to pedestrians on either side of the main
thoroughfare.
You allow 5 cars to park at bottom of the hill (Buckingham approach) that already causes problems.
The facilities and infrastructure in Maids Moreton do not allow any more builds.
Maids Moreton needs to remain as-is

Summary:

This idea will cause too much traffic in a small village and increase risk to pedestrians on either side of the main
thoroughfare.
You allow 5 cars to park at bottom of the hill (Buckingham approach) that already causes problems.
The facilities and infrastructure in Maids Moreton do not allow any more builds.
Maids Moreton needs to remain as-is

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Dismiss intended project totally
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 782 - 30662 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

782

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr & Mrs David & Sheila Goodger [30662]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I vehemently object to this development proposal as stated in my objection submitted in March 2016. The location is
totally inappropriate for any development & would destroy the village & the natural environment surrounding it. The
proposed site is on pasture & farmland & is not a brownfield site. Maids Moreton already has existing traffic problems
particularly at certain times when traffic needs to go through & round the village to schools in other villages & work.
Any alterations to the road system would only cause an increase to the existing problems & be hazardous particularly
the proposed mini roundabout in Main Street. Many of the properties including the much used village hall, do not have
parking facilities therefore on street parking is vital. Maids Moreton has very little employment opportunities & any
existing small businesses would be affected severely if the proposed road system was implemented.
This large proposed development would mean an increase of at least 61% in the population of Maids Moreton. The
village is categorised as a medium village. The average increase for all medium villages in the plan is just 14%.
Although Maids Moreton is categorised as a medium village, it does not appear to have all the characteristics to meet
that criteria & should be categorised as a small village.
Maids Moreton does not have the infrastructure to cope with such a large development. The amenities are limited.
There is no health surgery in the village. The nearest at present is over a mile to Buckingham & with a plan to move
the facilities from there to out of town the distance would be greater & cause difficulties as the current bus service is
limited.
There are other more appropriate sites for large development in the area with infrastructure, road systems in place &
employment opportunities close by. If Maids Moreton does need an increase in housing in line with all the other
villages in the plan a more suitable site would be on the edge of the village, namely Towcester Road, where the traffic
could flow on to the A413.
This proposal is totally unfair & should be withdrawn.
Sheila Goodger

Summary:

The proposal to increase Maids Moreton on this scale is grossly unfair.
Does not have the infrastructure.
Existing traffic problems would only be worsened.
Proposal to road system would be hazardous & also cause hardship to existing small business & to householders.
Better suited sites in the area.
More appropriate site for Maids Moreton is Towcester Road.
Question that Maids Moreton is a small village & not a medium village.
Plan should be withdrawn.

Change to Plan

Withdraw this development proposal from the plan.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 814 - 32125 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

814

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mr Immanuel Ashokaraj [32125]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object for the following reasons:
1)Increasing the population of maidsmoreton by 60% based on incorrect classification as medium village.
2)There is no employment in Maidsmoreton and so will become a commuter village &destroy the feeling of village
community .
3)Will worsen existing traffic problem (i.e. only one lane is useable in the village main road)
4)Is a safety issue for school children when going to school due to increased traffic in narrow roads and insufficient
street lighting.
5)Road to buckingham is a bottle neck &the other serpentine road is a safety hazard with accidents every day
especially in winter.

Summary:

I object for the following reasons:
1)Increasing the population of maidsmoreton by 60% based on incorrect classification as medium village.
2)There is no employment in Maidsmoreton and so will become a commuter village &destroy the feeling of village
community .
3)Will worsen existing traffic problem (i.e. only one lane is useable in the village main road)
4)Is a safety issue for school children when going to school due to increased traffic in narrow roads and insufficient
street lighting.
5)Road to buckingham is a bottle neck &the other serpentine road is a safety hazard with accidents every day
especially in winter.

Change to Plan

Maidsmoreton should be classified as a small village as it satisfies only 4 defining charateristics. I believe the reason
for classifying maidsmoreton as a medium village should be published.
The current road infrastructure is a death trap and should be improved before any more houses are built.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 817 - 32126 - 4.158 - i, ii, iii, iv

817

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mrs Jacinth Appadurai [32126]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I would like to object for the following reasons:
1)Incorrect classification as medium village and therefore increasing the population of the village by 60% (whereas the
national average of population increase due to plan is 14%) is unfair and will destroy the feeling of a village community.
2)There is no road infrastructure and it is a safety issue for the infant school children who have to walk to school due to
narrow roads.
3)Current homeolders will loose the parking space as the village main street is very narrow.
4) Will destroy the environment, visual aspect and distinct identity of Maidsmoreton.

Summary:

I would like to object for the following reasons:
1)Incorrect classification as medium village and therefore increasing the population of the village by 60% (whereas the
national average of population increase due to plan is 14%) is unfair and will destroy the feeling of a village community.
2)There is no road infrastructure and it is a safety issue for the infant school children who have to walk to school due to
narrow roads.
3)Current homeolders will loose the parking space as the village main street is very narrow.
4) Will destroy the environment, visual aspect and distinct identity of Maidsmoreton.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

There has to be wider road infrastructure.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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865

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Mrs Kelly Ingle [32143]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

- I object to the scale of the development because it proposes a 61% increase in the village population, way above the
average of 14% for all 'medium' villages. Therefore, the development would overwhelm the village both physically and
in terms of community life.
- I object because village could not cope with the increased traffic - entry and exit roads for the village are already used
as rat runs for neighbouring developments, and roads are narrow (Mill Lane) or full of parked cars (Main St, South Hall)
making them dangerous.

Summary:

- I object to the scale of the development because it proposes a 61% increase in the village population, way above the
average of 14% for all 'medium' villages. Therefore, the development would overwhelm the village both physically and
in terms of community life.
- I object because village could not cope with the increased traffic - entry and exit roads for the village are already used
as rat runs for neighbouring developments, and roads are narrow (Mill Lane) or full of parked cars (Main St, South Hall)
making them dangerous.

Change to Plan

I suggest reducing the scale of the development. Maids Moreton could cope with a much smaller increase in
population, on the scale of developments such as The Pightle and Church Close.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1488

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: The Fingask Association [32275]

Agent:

Full Text:

Rural Solutions (Ms Kate Girling) [32276]

Please find attached representations prepared by Rural Solutions Ltd, on behalf of The Fingask Association.
The Fingask Association control and manage the site known as 'Land north of Avenue Road' in Maids Moreton.
The following documents comprise our representations:
Representations report prepared by Rural Solutions;
Appendix 1 - Comparative sites review of potential landscape, visual and ecological issues assessment (Anthony
Jellard Associates);
Appendix 2 - Suitability of land north of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton (Ref:MMO001) (Rural Solutions);
Appendix 3 - Heritage Statement (Graham Frecknall Architecture and Design);
Appendix 4 - Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey inc. Hedgerow Survey (John Campion Associates Ltd); and
Appendix 5 - Landscape and Visual Assessment (Anthony Jellard Associates).

Summary:

As drafted at present we consider the allocation of the land at Walnut Drive is not positively prepared. As well as the
impact on the landscape, the delivery of a number of smaller sites will offer a much more sensitive pattern of
development for the village of Maids Moreton rather than one large allocation. Organic growth of village will be more
sympathetic and in keeping with the local character of the village. The policy is not justified as there are alternative
sites capable of delivering dwellings to meet the need of Maids Moreton.

Change to Plan

further sites within Maids Moreton should be allocated for development. The council previously deemed part of the land
north of Avenue Road to be suitable for development.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc 17.12.13.REPO.KG FINAL (amended 02.01.18).pdf
Girling, Kate 32276, Rural Solutions for Fingask Asc APPENDICES 1-5.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2041

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

Option 5 is therefore clearly identified in the SA as the worst-performing of the alternatives at Maids Moreton, and yet
despite this, is selected to be taken forward into the VALP. In effect, then, the only justification for the selected site
relates to the provision of housing per se. However, with the redistribution of housing across the plan, particularly
towards Milton Keynes, the same level of development can be achieved without the adverse effects identified in the
Council's own SA.

Change to Plan

the only justification for the selected site relates to the provision of housing per se. However, with the redistribution of

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2041

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

housing across the plan, particularly towards Milton Keynes, the same level of development can be achieved without
the adverse effects identified in the Council's own SA.
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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2130

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.158

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to the historic buildings in the core of Maids Moreton in paragraph 4.158 as part of the
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment
required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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183

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Jeremy Bloss [28407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I am astounded at the number of houses proposed for Maids Moreton. Firstly I do not believe the plan is sound
because Maids Moreton does not appear to meet AVDC's criteria as a Medium Village. I am concerned in general with
the plan's approach to how all villages have been classified. The plan should show transparently how AVDC reached
the classification of all villages as Small,Medium or Large. I do not think it a tenable position legally to be able to
arbitrarily define criteria and then not illustrate how they are being applied.
The 170 number for Maids Moreton proposed is a retro-fit linked to existing applications both of which have significant
issues with them. In the previous draft Maids Moreton had a significantly smaller allocation. It's astonishing that the
other supposed equivalent villages have so few houses allocated in comparison. Again I question the soundness of the
plan. It is therefore disproportionate. I honestly think that the plan would be open to legal challenge on this basis.
The site within Maids Moreton has major access issues and is a green field site. It has significant opposition from the
local community. I appreciate that the plan is proposing the site and not a specific planning application but what has
been proposed so far is evidently not up to scratch.

Summary:

The main issues for me are :
Maids Moreton's classification as a Medium Village
No transparency as to how villages are classified
Disproportionate allocation of housing in Maids Moreton compared to other villages
Retro-Fitting of an existing planning application into the plan
Lack of clarity about the other 170 housing application in Maids Moreton parish next to Page Hill in Buckingham

Change to Plan

Publish how each village scores against published criteria so that the classification is demonstrably fair
Reduce the amount of houses proposed for Maids Moreton
Clarify how the site could have workable access that avoids those routes proposed in the current application
Clarify what happens about the other application for 170 houses in Maids Moreton parish that is going to appeal right
now!

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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191

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Patrick Hardcastle [28613]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This development would increase the population of MM by around 60%; this is hugely disproportionate to proposed
developments in all other medium villages being 4 times the average. The proposal would irrevocably alter MM and
destroy its fabric as a distinct community; traffic management proposals are badly conceptualised. This location is
poorly selected given employment patterns, would entail much commuting and does not meet adequately sustainability
criteria. Furthermore, MM only meets 5 of the criteria for a medium village. Given current plans to consolidate
development along and around the east-west link, this proposal is severely misplaced and should be rejected.

Summary:

This development would increase the population of MM by around 60%; this is hugely disproportionate to proposed
developments in all other medium villages being 4 times the average. The proposal would irrevocably alter MM and
destroy its fabric as a distinct community; traffic management proposals are badly conceptualised. This location is
poorly selected given employment patterns, would entail much commuting and does not meet adequately sustainability
criteria. Furthermore, MM only meets 5 of the criteria for a medium village. Given current plans to consolidate
development along and around the east-west link, this proposal is severely misplaced and should be rejected.

Change to Plan

This site should not be allocated for housing development. A much smaller allocation of around 30 dwellings could be
accommodated as smaller parcels without all the negative and destructive impact the proposed development would
have.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 194 - 28526 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii, iii, iv

194

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Tim Jones [28526]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

There are currently 330 houses in Maids Moreton, an addition of 170 would increase housing stock by 50% in a single
development, which will turn the village into an area of Buckingham, instead of a village.
The addition of circa 350 additional vehicles commuting in to, and out of the village is completely unsustainable. The
two access entry points for this estate proposal are extremely dangerous, this is clearly a speculative land grab which
should be immediately rejected.

Summary:

There are currently 330 houses in Maids Moreton, an addition of 170 would increase housing stock by 50% in a single
development, which will turn the village into an area of Buckingham, instead of a village.
The addition of circa 350 additional vehicles commuting in to, and out of the village is completely unsustainable. The
two access entry points for this estate proposal are extremely dangerous, this is clearly a speculative land grab which
should be immediately rejected.

Change to Plan

Recognising the changing demographics in the AVDC area, would it not make more sense to develop 50-70
residences for the elderly? Maids Moreton offers quiet village life combined with ready access to Buckingham.
This is a far more considered approach than allowing land grabbers to destroy the village.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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200

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Miss Kate Lawson [31911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This site is not safely accessible for 170 houses. The infrastructure of the village is not able to cope with any a
sizeable increase. The roads are not able to cope physically (Foscote Road) or safely Walnut Drive and the plan
makes no provision to support traffic. The plan is not sustainable with limited public transport. The safety of
pedestrians is in question due to lack of pavement on Main Street.

Summary:

This site is not safely accessible for 170 houses. The infrastructure of the village is not able to cope with any a
sizeable increase. The roads are not able to cope physically (Foscote Road) or safely Walnut Drive and the plan
makes no provision to support traffic. The plan is not sustainable with limited public transport. The safety of
pedestrians is in question due to lack of pavement on Main Street.

Change to Plan

Less houses and a suitable application for access which does not pass through the village.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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238

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Matthew Dale-Evans [28918]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to this huge increase in new housing for the village of Maids Moreton. This particular application for 170 new
homes is far too much. It almost doubles the size of the village. My understanding from the VALP Plan was that
villages would get 'proportionate' increases relative to their certain size. This is entirely out of step with this
thinking/policy.

Summary:

I object to this huge increase in new housing for the village of Maids Moreton. This particular application for 170 new
homes is far too much. It almost doubles the size of the village. My understanding from the VALP Plan was that
villages would get 'proportionate' increases relative to their certain size. This is entirely out of step with this
thinking/policy.

Change to Plan

Put forward a less amount of new homes for the village (20 new homes I think was averaged in the VALP plan).
Increase the infrastructure. Improve the roads. Create a sustainable community. Dont DESTROY the village.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:
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240

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Joanne Askham [31919]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to this plan. Maids Moreton already has an issue with vehicle access, vehicle speed and increased number of
vehicles. It is not safe for children to walk in the village for emergency services to get to people - more houses would
increase this issue. It will damage the visual aspect of our village and destroy the wonderful community we have in
existence. We should not be used to accommodate housing needs of the south of the county. Destroying farmland
and pasture is absolutely terrible for our community and our childrens future.

Summary:

I object to this plan. Maids Moreton already has an issue with vehicle access, vehicle speed and increased number of
vehicles. It is not safe for children to walk in the village for emergency services to get to people - more houses would
increase this issue. It will damage the visual aspect of our village and destroy the wonderful community we have in
existence. We should not be used to accommodate housing needs of the south of the county. Destroying farmland
and pasture is absolutely terrible for our community and our childrens future.

Change to Plan

Not to build houses in Maids Moreton. Leave the village as it is

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
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241

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Peter Harman [31920]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the VALP Proposal to increase the population of Maids Moreton by 61%.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas.
I object as the proposed VALP intends to build on pasture & farmland, not brownfield sites.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the specific feeling of a village community.
I object as the proposed VALP as it will increase demand for medical/social services that are already overstretched.
I object as the proposed VALP will compromise the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.

Summary:

I object to the VALP Proposal to increase the population of Maids Moreton by 61%.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas.
I object as the proposed VALP intends to build on pasture & farmland, not brownfield sites.
I object as the proposed VALP will destroy the specific feeling of a village community.
I object as the proposed VALP as it will increase demand for medical/social services that are already overstretched.
I object as the proposed VALP will compromise the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
(Officer note: changed element from 4.158 to D-MMO006)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

The community of Maids Moreton must be consulted for their views of the development of their village and their views
adhered to. Maids Moreton should not be used to accommodate housing needs of the south of the county.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Max Nagy [31925]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The village infrastructure cannot support these 170 houses, it is already dangerous on Main Street for pedestrians and
cyclists (some areas have no path at all and with increased parking it is dangerous to walk along).

Summary:

The village infrastructure cannot support these 170 houses, it is already dangerous on Main Street for pedestrians and
cyclists (some areas have no path at all and with increased parking it is dangerous to walk along).

Change to Plan

Reduce this volume to single digits

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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247

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Daniel Nagy [31924]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The village does not have the infrastructure for an additional 170 homes, especially not in this location coming out onto
main street where there are parts of it with no path ways so is already dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

Summary:

The village does not have the infrastructure for an additional 170 homes, especially not in this location coming out onto
main street where there are parts of it with no path ways so is already dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.

Change to Plan

Reduce the number to single figures or reject this location completely

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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248

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ms Vanessa Nagy [31922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The village cannot support another 170 homes especially not in this location coming out into Main Street where there
are places with no path for pedestrians already.

Summary:

The village cannot support another 170 homes especially not in this location coming out into Main Street where there
are places with no path for pedestrians already.

Change to Plan

Reduce this to single figures or change the location

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv
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250

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Simon Hull [31929]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

My main objection is the increase in traffic this development will create. The are few employment opportunities in
Buckingham so this development will further increase traffic through the village and into MK as people drive to work.
170 houses probably means 300-400 additional cars on local roads daily, cutting through the village and increasing
congestion on the A421 and A422.
The fields that are proposed to be built on are beautiful natural areas enjoyed by local people. The identity of the village
will be compromised.
Local facilities - schools, Doctors, the leisure centre etc will all become even more overstretched.

Summary:

My main objection is the increase in traffic this development will create. The are few employment opportunities in
Buckingham so this development will further increase traffic through the village and into MK as people drive to work.
170 houses probably means 300-400 additional cars on local roads daily, cutting through the village and increasing
congestion on the A421 and A422.
The fields that are proposed to be built on are beautiful natural areas enjoyed by local people. The identity of the village
will be compromised.
Local facilities - schools, Doctors, the leisure centre etc will all become even more overstretched.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Complete rejection of the application.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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261

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr K B Robinson [28453]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Summary
Objections to VALP2 relevant to Maids Moreton village.
1) Unfairness of quantity of houses allocated to the village.
2) Not sufficient employment opportunities locally to cope with additional housing.
3) Illogicality of accommodating housing needs from surrounding counties.
4) Houses not built on Brownfield sites.
5) Not sustainable .
6) Ignores existing village settlement boundary.
7) VALP fails to take into account very recent increase of houses built.

Summary:

Summary
Objections to VALP2 relevant to Maids Moreton village.
1) Unfairness of quantity of houses allocated to the village.
2) Not sufficient employment opportunities locally to cope with additional housing.
3) Illogicality of accommodating housing needs from surrounding counties.
4) Houses not built on Brownfield sites.
5) Not sustainable .
6) Ignores existing village settlement boundary.
7) VALP fails to take into account very recent increase of houses built.

Change to Plan

I object to the VALP 2 relevant to the area of Maids Moreton on the grounds that the plan is not sound in the following
categories:1) It is unfair that Maids Moreton has to have so many houses in comparison to the other 18 medium sized villages
specified in VALP. Maids Moreton has been allocated 170 houses in comparison to the figure of 30 houses ( Average
increase of the other 18 medium sized villages).
2) Not sufficient employment opportunities exist in the Buckingham area to give employment to 170 households. The
new householders will have to commute to Milton Keynes and south of Aylesbury. This proposed development will
lead to the Maids Moreton settlement becoming primarily a dormitory settlement.
3) VALP is trying to accommodate the housing needs of neighbouring counties who want to keep green belt and have
no space for houses and thereby establish significant commuting volumes.
4)The land in Maids Moreton is high quality land and new houses should be built on brown field sites.
5) VALP does not meet the accepted definition of sustainable development in the following categories :5.1) Destruction of the natural environment and reduction of open vistas.
5.2) Destruction of the village community identity.
5.3) The Maids Moreton road traffic system will not be able to cope with the increase in traffic due to the 170 houses .
The attempts to ease the traffic situation are documented in 5.4
5.4) Removal of householder and business street parking and hence the viability of the businesses and homes
affected.
5.5) Damage to the visual aspect on entering Maids moreton.
6) VALP ignores existing settlement boundaries of Maids Moreton.
7) VALP fails to take into account very recent increases of houses built on the Maids Moreton boundary . In the past
18 months approximately 1100 houses have been built and a further 350 have been planned . The Lace Hill
development over the last 3 years has added 900 houses in adjoining Buckingham. Hence the rate of increase of
housing in a concentrated area of Buckingham / Maids Moreton gives rise to unmanageable consequences in social,
medical, transport and communication needs.
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Legal?
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280

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Scott Broadhead [31940]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to the proposal for Maids Moreton:This is a massive development for a medium sized village.
No other village is proposed with a huge addition (over 60% in size)
Over 200 more cars daily will be a danger to the existing environment.
Maids Moreton has already been impacted by the developments on Moreton Road. Other areas should receive their
own share of developments.
The proposed development is on farmland, and does not use existing brownfield sites in the local area first.
The proposed development ruins the local natural environment and reduces open space to the north of Buckingham

Summary:

I object to the proposal for Maids Moreton:This is a massive development for a medium sized village.
No other village is proposed with a huge addition (over 60% in size)
Over 200 more cars daily will be a danger to the existing environment.
Maids Moreton has already been impacted by the developments on Moreton Road. Other areas should receive their
own share of developments.
The proposed development is on farmland, and does not use existing brownfield sites in the local area first.
The proposed development ruins the local natural environment and reduces open space to the north of Buckingham

Change to Plan

reduce number of dwellings to no more than 50.
retain fields around foscote road
part of the land should be used for a new village hall.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Unknown (Mrs Nerwer Gill) [31943]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am writing to object to the VALP proposal of destruction of Maids Moreton due to:
1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:
7:

Will destroy the character of the village
Will damage the visual aspect of the village
Will increase demand for Medical and Social services
Will further worsen the existing traffic conditions
Will remove existing householder parking
Will destroy natural environment
This does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.
I sincerely hope you will take the above points in consideration and stop destroying this village.
I have lived here for 30 years and have seen so much to and fro in the village.

Best wishes
Mrs N Gill
Summary:

I am writing to object to the VALP proposal of destruction of Maids Moreton due to:
1: Will destroy the character of the village
2: Will damage the visual aspect of the village
3: Will increase demand for Medical and Social services
4: Will further worsen the existing traffic conditions
5: Will remove existing householder parking
6: Will destroy natural environment
7: This does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.
I sincerely hope you will take the above points in consideration and stop destroying this village.
I have lived here for 30 years and have seen so much to and fro in the village.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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331

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs & Mr Tamara & John Kimpton [29091]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

* It does not meet the definition of sustainable development. With such an overwhelming increase of houses the village
would lose it's character, identity and community spirit!
* It is building on pasture and farmland, not brown field sites and will destroy much natural environment and wild life
* The added traffic problems would be horrendous in Main Street, already often difficult to navigate, affect exiting
Walnut Drive and remove needed parking for business.
* There is already a heavy demand for medical and social services that are overstretched.
* With little employment in the local area would mean it would become a dormitory village

Summary:

* It does not meet the definition of sustainable development. With such an overwhelming increase of houses the village
would lose it's character, identity and community spirit!
* It is building on pasture and farmland, not brown field sites and will destroy much natural environment and wild life
* The added traffic problems would be horrendous in Main Street, already often difficult to navigate, affect exiting
Walnut Drive and remove needed parking for business.
* There is already a heavy demand for medical and social services that are overstretched.
* With little employment in the local area would mean it would become a dormitory village

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

14% increase in population for a medium village is what VALP proposes- this is way over that!!
To use brown sites
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
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341

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Bernard Page [31956]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to this large scale housing development in Maids Moreton on the grounds of sustainability. The village has only
a pub, village hall, church, vets and an infant school for ages 4-7. There are no shops or other facilities meaning that
residents have to travel to Buckingham which is over a mile with a uphill stretch on the way back which is not easy with
shopping. There is also very limited local employment. Bus services are infrequent with the main X60 service only
running on weekdays. Therefore most residents use a car so a large development which doubles the population will
mean a large increase in road use. Maids Moreton is classed as a large village when in fact it has few amenities. The
proposed access in Walnut drive include a roundabout and no-parking lines. This will disrupt access for some houses
and make it difficult for the business at the forge to carry on. Overall this proposal will destroy Maids Moreton as a
village. There have already been very large scale developments between Buckingham and Maids Moreton on Moreton
Road.

Summary:

Not a sustainable development in terms of facilities and employment and will double the existing population of the
village.

Change to Plan

This development which is on a greenfield site needs to be rejected.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes
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342

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Diana Clark [31957]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the proposed development. My reasons are:
1. Increased traffic, no parking for residents or businesses, poor access for emergency vehicles, buses and larger
lorries.
2. Building on a greenfield site.
3. Limited places at village school.
4. Already stretched GP surgeries, with, I hear, more GP's moving from the area and according to the press, little hope
of them being replaced.
5. Loss of natural habitat for flora and fauna.
6. Very little unemployment in Buckingham, therefore anyone moving to the proposed homes will have to commute.
7. We are a small village, not a Buckingham satellite.

Summary:

I object to the proposed development. My reasons are:
1. Increased traffic, no parking for residents or businesses, poor access for emergency vehicles, buses and larger
lorries.
2. Building on a greenfield site.
3. Limited places at village school.
4. Already stretched GP surgeries, with, I hear, more GP's moving from the area and according to the press, little hope
of them being replaced.
5. Loss of natural habitat for flora and fauna.
6. Very little unemployment in Buckingham, therefore anyone moving to the proposed homes will have to commute.
7. We are a small village, not a Buckingham satellite.

Change to Plan

Reconsider the proposed planning application, taking into account the objections stated.
This is not a sustainable development and planning should be refused.
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Legal?
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348

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ms Sandra Truscott [29002]

Agent:

N/A

Dear Sir

Full Text:

I should like to register my objection to the VALP proposal for the village of Maids Moreton, north of Buckingham.
My principal objection is that there are virtually no employment opportunities in this locality. New residents (as do
current residents) will have to commute to either Aylesbury or Milton Keynes, thus adding to traffic congestion, wear
and tear on the roads, delayed journeys and all the misery which comes with commuting.
Why place so many new houses in an area only for it to become a dormitory village/commuter belt? Surely it is
preferable to build housing where it is needed - in areas of high employment.
I read with interest of developments in Germany which mix housing and light industry, thus cutting down on commuting
and ennabling people to live near to their place of work. Has anyone thought of relaxing planning laws in Aylesbury
and/or MK so that housing can be provided in areas which have been until now designated as commercial?
Best wishes
Sandra Truscott
Summary:

My principal objection is that there are virtually no employment opportunities in this locality. New residents (as do
current residents) will have to commute to either Aylesbury or Milton Keynes, thus adding to traffic congestion, wear
and tear on the roads, delayed journeys and all the misery which comes with commuting.
Why place so many new houses in an area only for it to become a dormitory village/commuter belt? Surely it is
preferable to build housing where it is needed - in areas of high employment.
I read with interest of developments in Germany which mix housing and light industry, thus cutting down on commuting
and ennabling people to live near to their place of work. Has anyone thought of relaxing planning laws in Aylesbury
and/or MK so that housing can be provided in areas which have been until now designated as commercial?

Change to Plan
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Dave Bowerman [31968]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I OBJECT to the proposal effecting Maids Moreton on the following groundsThe road system around the area is already not fit for purpose, the proposal will cause chaos, endanger life and create
risk.
The proposal merely provides housing for the needs of businesses in the south and does not enhance the local
employment and community.
Its a destruction of idyllic and picturesque pastoral land, we should be using available brownfield sites.
The unique character of the village will be destroyed.
Medical, social and education services will be overwhelmed.
I fear the growth of a crowded warren of housing effecting the community and the identity of semi-rural life.
Regards
Mr DM Bowerman

Summary:

The road system around the area is already not fit for purpose, the proposal will cause chaos, endanger life and create
risk.
The proposal merely provides housing for the needs of businesses in the south and does not enhance the local
employment and community.
Its a destruction of idyllic and picturesque pastoral land, we should be using available brownfield sites.
The unique character of the village will be destroyed.
Medical, social and education services will be overwhelmed.
I fear the growth of a crowded warren of housing effecting the community and the identity of semi-rural life.

Change to Plan
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Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: MR John Lambert [31969]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I am more than happy to support the planners in regards to desiding the content of the local plan for Aylesbury vale and
especially the Maids Moreton area. The planners and highways staff are experts in their field and i support their opinion.
I have lived in Maids Moreton for 21 years and would like to see the village continue to grow. The contruction work in
the area also supports lots of local members of the working community.

Summary:

I am more than happy to support the planners in regards to desiding the content of the local plan for Aylesbury vale and
especially the Maids Moreton area. The planners and highways staff are experts in their field and i support their opinion.
I have lived in Maids Moreton for 21 years and would like to see the village continue to grow. The contruction work in
the area also supports lots of local members of the working community.

Change to Plan
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N/A
Legal?
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: mr Simon Page [31971]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The plan describes Maids Moreton as a "Medium Village". Below are the VALP guidelines on what defines a Medium
Village and Maids Moreton does not achieve more than 4 out of the 10 categories:
Defining the criteria for 'Medium Villages'
5.15 In developing a criteria for medium villages, the settlements were defined as typically having a population of
between around 600 and 2,000 and have between 6 - 7 of the key criteria (within 4 miles of a service centre,
employment of 20 units or more, food store, pub, post office, GP, village hall, recreation facilities, primary school,
hourly or more bus service and train station).
Characteristics of 'medium villages'
5.16 To some extent the provision of facilities in each settlement reflects the size of the population, but a medium
village has at least six of the key criteria. In total 19 settlements were defined as a 'medium village' and the medium
villages have an average population of 1,152. There are some exceptions to this such as Stewkley which has 5 of the
key criteria but a large population.
within 4 miles of a service centre
employment of 20 units or more,
food store
pub
post office
GP
village hall
recreation facilities
primary school
hourly or more bus service

YES
NO
NO
YES
NO
NO
YES
YES
NO*
NO

The School is an infant school catering for children aged 4 - 7 only.
The proposed development would increase the population by over 60% (Average is 14%) The road infrastructure and
amenities will not support this level of development
Summary:

Maids Moreton is an idyllic country village and should not be any further developed. We have been classed as a
Medium Village when in fact we do not satisfy the criteria to be a Medium Village.
The proposed development would increase the population of the village by more than 60% where as the national
average is 14%, this is simply not sustainable with the infrastructure and amenities currently available.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

The Plan should be declined and a more suitable area defined
Legal?
No

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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396

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Charles & Hilary Frogley [30250]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sirs,
I object to the proposed plan for the following reasons:
1.Being a resident of Maids Moreton village,it takes no account of Maids Moreton as a separate settlement,but lumps it
in as a district of Buckingham.
2.200 extra houses all built at once will constitute, on average occupancy,an increase in population for the village
approaching 60%.
3.Where in the plan is the provision of extra educational places,extra healthcare facilities and extra employment
opportunities for the new residents.In short the plan puts the cart before the horse!
4.The place in the village proposed ,is the worst of the 3 large scale development options proposed over the last 2
years for transport and traffic.The road leading out of the village from this development is described as a failed road by
BCC.Hence virtually all the extra traffic generated will be routed back into the village on a narrow road with on road
parking for residents and which also carries a considerable number of agricultural vehicles.The extra traffic going
through the village will cause danger to existing residents.
Any housing development in Maids Moreton needs to be at the edge of the village with direct access either to the A422
Milton Keynes road or the A413 Towcester road.

Summary:

1.Being a resident of Maids Moreton village,it takes no account of Maids Moreton as a separate settlement,but lumps it
in as a district of Buckingham.
2.200 extra houses all built at once will constitute, on average occupancy,an increase in population for the village
approaching 60%.
3.Where in the plan is the provision of extra educational places,extra healthcare facilities and extra employment
opportunities for the new residents.In short the plan puts the cart before the horse!
4.The place in the village proposed ,is the worst of the 3 large scale development options proposed over the last 2
years for transport and traffic.The road leading out of the village from this development is described as a failed road by
BCC.Hence virtually all the extra traffic generated will be routed back into the village on a narrow road with on road
parking for residents and which also carries a considerable number of agricultural vehicles.The extra traffic going
through the village will cause danger to existing residents.
Any housing development in Maids Moreton needs to be at the edge of the village with direct access either to the A422
Milton Keynes road or the A413 Towcester road.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Frogles, Charles 30250.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 434 - 31965 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii, iv

434

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr nicolas stancliffe-white [31965]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The scale of development is too large for a village of this size. It will impact negatively on the character of the village
and the quality of life of existing residents due to a lack of infrastructure and facilities. The village should not be
categorised as a medium village as the six characteristics determined by avdc are not met. The village has no
emploment of 20 units, no food store, no GP, no hourly bus service and no primary school (infants only). This
development would increase the size of the village by 60%, this is significantly in excess of growth in other villages, will
impact on its unique character and is not proportionate either to size of the village or the available facilities.

Summary:

Maids Moreton is incorrectly classified as a medium size village. The size of the development is far too large for a
village of this size with few facilities.

Change to Plan

Reclassification to a small village with proportionate development.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: M.H Clements [31982]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Planning Policy AVDC
Objection to VALP
24/11/17
REF: Proposed 170 Houses in Maids Moreton
Dear Sir/Madam
I wish to make the following objections to this proposal.
1. Access to the site from the A413 via Walnut Drive would be unsuitable, and far worse at the Leckhamstead Road
Welmore Point.
2. This would be using good arable farmland.
3. Will further worsen existing traffic problems.
4. Will increase demand for medical/social and schools already overstretched.
5. Will remove parking for householders and businesses.
6. This would be far to large an increase in population, and would have a negative impact on the village socials and
environmental.
Faithfully
M.H.Clements

Summary:

I wish to make the following objections to this proposal.
1. Access to the site from the A413 via Walnut Drive would be unsuitable, and far worse at the Leckhamstead Road
Welmore Point.
2. This would be using good arable farmland.
3. Will further worsen existing traffic problems.
4. Will increase demand for medical/social and schools already overstretched.
5. Will remove parking for householders and businesses.
6. This would be far to large an increase in population, and would have a negative impact on the village socials and
environmental.

Change to Plan
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472

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Graham Maw [31990]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

An increase of 60% for Maids Moreton is unreasonable considering that the average village increase in VALP is 14%.
No infrastructure exists or is proposed to support this level of building. Maids Moreton is considered a Medium Village
when in fact it is a Small Village without good transport links.
Over a mile to the nearest shops.
The entrance to the new estate impacts on a Grade 11 listed building and the Conservation Area.
Other sites exist nearer to Buckingham which could be expanded to accommodate your VALP requirements.

Summary:

An increase of 60% for Maids Moreton is unreasonable considering that the average village increase in VALP is 14%.
No infrastructure exists or is proposed to support this level of building. Maids Moreton is considered a Medium Village
when in fact it is a Small Village without good transport links.
Over a mile to the nearest shops.
The entrance to the new estate impacts on a Grade 11 listed building and the Conservation Area.
Other sites exist nearer to Buckingham which could be expanded to accommodate your VALP requirements.

Change to Plan

Reduce Maids Moretons requirement in line with a Small Village and seek other sites to meet this requirement. Build
affordable houses for local people within the village
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Gary HUGHES [32005]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposal is fatally flawed due to the mis-categorisation of Maids Moreton in the VALP as a 'medium village'. The
village fails to satisfy a sufficient number of the key criteria required (i.e. 6 - 7) as defined within the Settlement
Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Vale. Maids Moreton satisfies only 4 of the key criteria and should in
fact, be correctly categorised as a 'small village'. There is no hourly bus service or a primary school as incorrectly listed
in Appendix A (1) Aylesbury Vale Settlement Audit Assessment December 2016

Summary:

The proposal is fatally flawed due to the mis-categorisation of Maids Moreton in the VALP as a 'medium village'. The
village fails to satisfy a sufficient number of the key criteria required (i.e. 6 - 7) as defined within the Settlement
Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Vale. Maids Moreton satisfies only 4 of the key criteria and should in
fact, be correctly categorised as a 'small village'. There is no hourly bus service or a primary school as incorrectly listed
in Appendix A (1) Aylesbury Vale Settlement Audit Assessment December 2016

Change to Plan

Appropriate re-categorisation of Maids Moreton to 'small village'

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 479 - 32006 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - None

479

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Tony Dines [32006]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I wish to strongly object to the above proposal on the following grounds:
1. The proposed highway improvements will not be satisfactory, particularly the proposed roundabout at the southern
end of Walnut Drive. As this links to Main Street in Maids Moreton and there being no designated footpaths on sections
of this road potential accidents are likely to occur, especially affecting those with pushchairs or wheelchairs.
2. The proposed development being on pasture and farmland will be detrimental to the natural environment and the
61% increase in the village population will destroy the community spirit of the place.
3. The medical, social services and school infrastructures are inadequate to cope with such a population increase.
4. As there is little work in the village the vast majority of vehicles will be traveling to the centre of Buckingham or along
Mill Lane which is already narrow and extremely dangerous, to gain access to the A422 to Milton Keynes. A better
solution to the proposed development would be to use land south-east of the village which could have a new and easy
access made to the A422 without causing the potential upheaval and damage to our village.

Summary:

I object on grounds of inadequate highway improvements, environmental considerations and infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Please abort this process and look for a better alternative.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 493 - 31964 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii, iii, iv

493

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Foscote Parish objects to this development on the following grounds:
The proposed exit from the site will lead to traffic jams at the junction with Walnut Drive/Main Street/A413; Main Street/
Foscote Road; and College Lane/A422.
The other proposed exit onto Foscote Road will lead to traffic coming through Foscote hamlet on a single traffic road
with a blind bend, or by Leckampstead Road, a 'Failed Road'.
The development would increase the current population of Maids Moreton by 425 or 50%.
VALP2 allocates 274 dwellings to 'medium' villages. It proposes that Maids Moreton's allocation should be 170, over
half this total.

Summary:

Foscote Parish objects to this development on the following grounds:
The proposed exit from the site will lead to traffic jams at the junction with Walnut Drive/Main Street/A413; Main Street/
Foscote Road; and College Lane/A422.
The other proposed exit onto Foscote Road will lead to traffic coming through Foscote hamlet on a single traffic road
with a blind bend, or by Leckampstead Road, a 'Failed Road'.
The development would increase the current population of Maids Moreton by 425 or 50%.
VALP2 allocates 274 dwellings to 'medium' villages. It proposes that Maids Moreton's allocation should be 170, over
half this total.

Change to Plan

This site should not be included in VALP2. The document does not take into account the other sites being developed
within the village, i.e. 12 houses behind Scott's Farm and 8 houses in north of village. The allocation of 170 plus 20
houses mentioned above is far exceeds the allocations to other medium sized villages with similar populations. This is
grossly unfair and could lead to legal challenges.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
MMO006:2.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 498 - 32013 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii, iv

498

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Dave Pearce [32013]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development because 1. There is a significant road and pedestrian safety issue with the limited width of Foscote Road.
2. It will destroy habitat for local fauna and flora, including badgers and bats.
3. It will increase traffic - little local employment, so people would likely commute to work elsewhere
4. It will destroy valuable farmland, and is not a brownfield site.
5. It will increase demands on stretched local rural infrastructure.
6. It will damage the village community.
7. The proposal's not in accordance with the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Summary:

I object to this development because 1. There is a significant road and pedestrian safety issue with the limited width of Foscote Road.
2. It will destroy habitat for local fauna and flora, including badgers and bats.
3. It will increase traffic - little local employment, so people would likely commute to work elsewhere
4. It will destroy valuable farmland, and is not a brownfield site.
5. It will increase demands on stretched local rural infrastructure.
6. It will damage the village community.
7. The proposal's not in accordance with the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

The houses should be built on another site, brownfield, nearer employment opportinities.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 499 - 32015 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i

499

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Sheilagh Rawlins [32015]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I OBJECT TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
1. MAIDS MORETON IS A SMALL VILLAGE AND THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WOULD INCREASE THE
POPULATION SIZE BY AN UNACCEPTABLE 60%.
2. THERE IS LITTLE INFRASTRUCTURE IN THIS SMALL VILLAGE WHICH IS HEAVILY DEPENDENT ON THE
AMENITIES IN BUCKINGHAM. CONSEQUENTLY, THE INCREASE IN POPULATION WOULD NOT BE PROVIDED
FOR IN TERMS OF LOCAL AMENITIES.
3. THE PLAN WILL PUT MORE VEHICLES ONTO THE NARROW COUNTRY LANES OF MAIDS MORETON WHICH
ARE NOT DESIGNED FOR THIS.
4. FOSCOTE ROAD IS A FAILED ROAD. NOT SUITABLE FOR HEAVY TRAFFIC. BUILDING WORK
TRANSPORTATION WOULD DESTROY THE ROAD COMPLETELY.

Summary:

I OBJECT TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
1. MAIDS MORETON IS A SMALL VILLAGE AND THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WOULD INCREASE THE
POPULATION SIZE BY AN UNACCEPTABLE 60%.
2. THERE IS LITTLE INFRASTRUCTURE IN THIS SMALL VILLAGE WHICH IS HEAVILY DEPENDENT ON THE
AMENITIES IN BUCKINGHAM. CONSEQUENTLY, THE INCREASE IN POPULATION WOULD NOT BE PROVIDED
FOR IN TERMS OF LOCAL AMENITIES.
3. THE PLAN WILL PUT MORE VEHICLES ONTO THE NARROW COUNTRY LANES OF MAIDS MORETON WHICH
ARE NOT DESIGNED FOR THIS.
4. FOSCOTE ROAD IS A FAILED ROAD. NOT SUITABLE FOR HEAVY TRAFFIC. BUILDING WORK
TRANSPORTATION WOULD DESTROY THE ROAD COMPLETELY.

Change to Plan

FIND AN ALTERNATIVE SITE WITH BETTER INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRANSPORT LINKS

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 525 - 32024 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - ii

525

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: mr Anthony Clarke [32024]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Maids Moreton is a small village and consequently 170 houses does not represent sustainable growth this development
would double the size of the village. A more logical increase in housing would be about 10%.
Buckingham has very few employment prospects, therefore any new householders would become commuters the road
network is unfit.
The village has only one pub and a small village hall parking restrictions would seriously disrupt these two community
meeting places.
The two entrance points are not capable of providing safe access for a development of this scale even with the
proposed inadequate road changes.

Summary:

Maids Moreton is a small village and consequently 170 houses does not represent sustainable growth this development
would double the size of the village. A more logical increase in housing would be about 10%.
Buckingham has very few employment prospects, therefore any new householders would become commuters the road
network is unfit.
The village has only one pub and a small village hall parking restrictions would seriously disrupt these two community
meeting places.
The two entrance points are not capable of providing safe access for a development of this scale even with the
proposed inadequate road changes.

Change to Plan

The scale of any development must be far smaller and in keeping with the policy of sustainable development.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 526 - 32022 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - iii, iv

526

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Gerard Hendriksen [32022]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

1) Maids Moreton will grow from about 850 to 1450 and this is far beyond the capacity of the community/ existing
facilities.
2) Access via Walnut drive to Buckingham centre will result in traffic bottlenecks at Moreton Road and Buckingham
town (see 2014 recommendation of Highway Authority for development of 130 homes west of Castlemilk
3) Foscot entrance has limited capacity due to narrow roads connecting to MM and 422
4) The new inhabitants will be employed in Aylesbury and MK (48 and 19%, Croft study)
5) Loss of biodiversity in area between Pightle and the water reservoir

Summary:

1) Maids Moreton will grow from about 850 to 1450 and this is far beyond the capacity of the community/ existing
facilities.
2) Access via Walnut drive to Buckingham centre will result in traffic bottlenecks at Moreton Road and Buckingham
town (see 2014 recommendation of Highway Authority for development of 130 homes west of Castlemilk
3) Foscot entrance has limited capacity due to narrow roads connecting to MM and 422
4) The new inhabitants will be employed in Aylesbury and MK (48 and 19%, Croft study)
5) Loss of biodiversity in area between Pightle and the water reservoir

Change to Plan

Focus new housing developments south of Buckingham town and the new Cambridge/MK/Oxford corridor. Or second
option is to develop area below MM church and the 422.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Hendriksen, Gerard 32022 Objections to VALP_Gerard Hendriksen_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 562 - 32042 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - ii, iv

562

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Charlotte Heald [32042]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object on the grounds of validity and soundness of the VALP in that Maids Moreton has been categorised as a
medium village- I believe it should be categorised as a small village, having only 4 out of 6 characteristics.
If the development goes ahead the village population will increase by over 60% when the average in the plan is 14%.
The development will have a detrimental impact on amenities and transport in the village and have a massive impact
on every villager's way of life.

Summary:

I object on the grounds of validity and soundness of the VALP in that Maids Moreton has been categorised as a
medium village- I believe it should be categorised as a small village, having only 4 out of 6 characteristics.
If the development goes ahead the village population will increase by over 60% when the average in the plan is 14%.
The development will have a detrimental impact on amenities and transport in the village and have a massive impact
on every villager's way of life.

Change to Plan

The number of houses should be kept in line with the average of 14%.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 568 - 32049 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - None

568

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Rawlins) [32049]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

View Attachments as respondent scanned his submission in.

Summary:

My main objections are two fold. The specific application for site reference MMO006, and the current application
16/00151/AOP is significantly out of context and proportion to the existing structure of Maids Moreton.
In the wider context my overall objection is that the actual identity of Maids Moreton as a separate historic village will be
lost, as the size of the village grows by 60% it will become a suburb of Buckingham, without the amenities, transport
and support to sustain the developments proposed.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
568_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 583 - 32051 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - ii, iv

583

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Jean Whitebread [32051]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the proposal to develop the land on this site for 170 homes on the following grounds:
It is using pasture and farmland, not brownfield sites
It will destroy the feeling of community in the village
It will increase the demand for medical/social services that are already struggling
It will increase the traffic in an already difficult area - especially around the junction at Duck Lake and the access to
the A422
It will compromise the clearly defined boundries and individual character of the village
There is little employment around. Most work oppertunities are in Milton Keynes or further south, thus turning Maids
Moreton into a commuter site, affecting the village community spirit
Overall, the plan does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development

Summary:

The village cannot sustain such an influx as we do not have the medical/social services or traffic infrastructure to cope
with the increase. The plan fails to provide evidence that these concerns would be met adequately without
compromising the village community spirit and feel currently present in Maids Moreton.

Change to Plan

VALP propose 61% population increase for Maids Moreton. The average increase for medium sized villages is 14%.
Reduce the plan to reflect the average increase.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 588 - 32055 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - ii

588

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Tobin [32055]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this plan because the increase in population will destroy the quality of village life. There are no jobs available
nearby therefore the residents will have to commute which will make the roads very dangerous. Apart from a small
infant school there are no other schools nearby which means the children will have to be taken to school by car.
Developments of this size should be built in towns and cities and not in villages.

Summary:

I object to this plan because the increase in population will destroy the quality of village life. There are no jobs available
nearby therefore the residents will have to commute which will make the roads very dangerous. Apart from a small
infant school there are no other schools nearby which means the children will have to be taken to school by car.
Developments of this size should be built in towns and cities and not in villages.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Do not build in this village.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 591 - 28583 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - None

591

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ms Pamela Viccars [28583]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir/Madam
Experiencing difficulties doing this online I have resorted to email.
I wish to register my strong objection to the VALP proposals for Maids Moreton - my objections are based on the
following:
* Maids Moreton is classed as a medium sized village yet VALP proposes a 61% increase - clearly this is against the
promised guidelines of VALP.
* Previous developments have seriously increased traffic within the village and Mill Lane in particular has clearly
become a rat run to Stratford Road for the new housing developments along the Moreton Road which we were assured
would not happen. It did. The proposed additional housing will simply add to this along with the additional traffic now
heading towards Leckhampstead - yet another short cut to get to the Stony Stratford/Milton Keynes road.
* One of the wonderful characteristics of living in this country is its beautiful villages. Such developments devastate
village communities and identities, destroying and swamping what and who they are. Maids Moreton will just become
a commute village for people who work and shop elsewhere.
* The local infrastructure: roads, schools, medical facilities, communications are already proving inadequate for the
current population - there is little employment here so where is the gain for the community?
I do hope that old and established communities such as Maids Moreton have a voice in these matters, we have
accommodated much organic growth in housing over the last few years, these huge housing developments simply
destroy and break up well established communities for ever.
Yours faithfully
Pamela Viccars

Summary:

Maids Moreton is classed as a medium sized village yet VALP proposes a 61% increase - clearly this is against the
promised guidelines of VALP.
Previous developments have seriously increased traffic within the village and Mill Lane in particular has clearly become
a rat run to Stratford Road for the new housing developments along the Moreton Road which we were assured would
not happen. It did. The proposed additional housing will simply add to this along with the additional traffic now heading
towards Leckhampstead - yet another short cut to get to the Stony Stratford/Milton Keynes road.
One of the wonderful characteristics of living in this country is its beautiful villages. Such developments devastate
village communities and identities, destroying and swamping what and who they are. Maids Moreton will just become
a commute village for people who work and shop elsewhere.
The local infrastructure: roads, schools, medical facilities, communications are already proving inadequate for the
current population - there is little employment here so where is the gain for the community?
I do hope that old and established communities such as Maids Moreton have a voice in these matters, we have
accommodated much organic growth in housing over the last few years, these huge housing developments simply
destroy and break up well established communities for ever.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 604 - 30231 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii

604

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

MMO006
Why has policy D2 not been taken into account ? It states that land relating more to the surrounding countryside than
to the built up area of the village will not be considered. This policy is entirely inconsistent with the MMO006 allocation,
as the site overlooking the valley below and the landscape to the east does not relate to the existing built up edge of
the village but very much to the whole valley.
It should be made clear that the proposals for this site have been developer-led from the start and that it has been
strongly objected to by residents of both Maids Moreton and Foscote. Also that it was considered not suitable for
development by the 2015 HELAA.
The density proposed is far in excess of what could be considered appropriate for a rural edge of village settlement.
(BE4)
In sustainability terms, the village cannot absorb a 50% increase in population and the extent of the site on the rural
edge of the village would not allow integration with the existing community. A small percentage of new dwellings,
consistent with the historical patterns of growth in the village must be maintained. In the previous draft consultation
(August 2016), it was suggested that, as a medium village, a 19% increase would be maximum. Some 21 dwellings
had been allocated to site MMO004. The VALP does not take account of this nor the additional 12 dwellings that have
permission on site MMO005.
No satisfactory vehicular access can be achieved. The site is constrained by village roads, along which street parking
is essential, and narrow lanes (one assessed for many years as 'failed') that in no circumstances would be suitable for
any further increase in traffic.
The proposals would adversely affect the fabric of the village envelope and the setting of the Conservation Area, which
gives Maids Moreton its historic, aesthetic and communal value.
The larger retail and convenience stores are all situated at the extreme southern and south-western edges of
Buckingham and are certainly not accessible by any other means than vehicular transport.
Environmentally, the loss of such a large greenfield site is detrimental to the character of the village. It would overlook
the Foscote reservoir, home to migrating winter birds, and it would create a detrimental impact on both the wildlife and
the amenity of the neighbourhood through increased light and noise pollution. (Policy NE6). Outdoor playing space
would only increase the detrimental impact on the reservoir. The minor village roads would cease to offer
environmentally safe routes for pedestrians, cyclists, horse-back riders. It fails to protect the wider landscape.
This is a developer led strategy and does not comply with the requirements of the village. Of the 274 dwellings
allocated at medium villages set out in this plan, why should MM be singled out for 170 - over half? No other medium
village has been asked to accommodate this scale of growth. And it is considerably in excess of growth allocated at six
of the large villages.
In short this allocation would "result in a negative impact on the identities of neighbouring settlements (and) the
community of Maids Moreton (S3 a & b).
As all local shopping, healthcare, secondary school, leisure and other important faciities are located in Buckingham, the
increased demand occasioned by this allocation would severely affect traffic congestion on the Moreton Road and be
detrimental to the well being of Buckingham.

Summary:

For all of the reasons stated in the representation box, we believe this site does not meet the sustainability criteria.

Change to Plan

Delete the MMO006 site. Acknowledge the approved application on site MMO005. And clarify the position on site
MMO004.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 612 - 32063 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii

612

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: mr Tim Powell [32063]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sir/ Madam
I Object to the VALP proposal for Maids Moreton (D-MMO006).
Maids Moreton is a small village on the northern outskirts of Buckingham. Other than a small primary school and a pub
it has little amenities and employment of its own, instead being entirely reliant on Buckingham and towns to the south.
Given this, the proposed development does not meet sustainable development definition and is disproportionate to the
size of the village.
Facilities and disproportionate development
1) The proposed development of 170 houses would put further strain on the village's limited facilities and traffic on Main
Street and the Moreton road into Buckingham.
2) The proposed development would deliver the highest ratio of new houses to people for north Buckingham medium
sized villages (over 4 times the average) with all of the other villages being south of Buckingham and therefore closer to
the east-west link and the new garden town near Aylesbury.
3) The development would double the size of the village based on 2011 population data of 847 using the assumption of
170 four, five and six bedroom houses (850 new residents). This would totally destroy the village community and
identity of Maids Moreton.
Transport
4) The Plan requires the addition of a mini roundabout and associated parking restrictions is likely to restrict the pubs
trade potentially threatening the heart of the community and increase pollution in the village due to cars waiting with
their engines running.
5) The additional 170 properties would significantly increase, double, the number of vehicle trips in and around the
village
6) Also under the wider Action Plan is a further 130 houses to the south of Maids Moreton within the Buckingham
boundary
7) These two schemes combined would effectively mean an extra 300 houses / 1,500 people / 600 cars using the
already congested Moreton road entrance to Buckingham centre.
8) The government approved Oxford - Cambridge rail and road link and new town will be to the south of Buckingham
meaning the majority of journeys from any development will be through the centre of Buckingham where the existing
road layout would not be able to cope specifically the mini roundabout by the Old Gaol.
9) Health and historic building impacts - Pollution impact of additional car journeys both in the village and Buckingham
town centre impacting health and threatening historic buildings on Main Street and the Old Gaol

Summary:

I Object to the VALP proposal (D-MMO006).
Other than a small primary school and a pub the village has few amenities and employment of its own, instead being
entirely reliant on Buckingham and towns to the south.
*Disproportionate - doubles size of the village with limited standalone facilities
*Disproportionate - largest impact of any similar sized villages in North Bucks
*Ill-conceived Transport planning - Additional strain on already deficient transport routes
*Ill-conceived location - Government approved east west transport links, associated new towns and connected jobs all
to the south of Buckingham,
*Community - Such significant change threatens village community

Change to Plan

Reconsider the entire plan for Maids Moreton in the context of other developments and government initiatives to avoid
the destruction of a village and the creation of other issues around facilities, health, damage to historic buildings and
traffic planning

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 619 - 32066 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, iii

619

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Lennard Hadley [32066]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Development to Maids Moreton to a proposed increase of 60% population has not sufficiently taken into account the
services available, and existing community.
It has been seen that Moreton Road is already a burden to traffic in Buckingham town centre, where other access
through Foscote Road and College Farm Road to the A422 are narrow country lanes and unmarked.
The neighbourhood plans do not provide any suggestions to improved access to healthcare, eductation, retail or key
employment areas. Such opportunities are limited in the town and are more prevalent in surrounding cities/towns.
To sustainably increase 170houses in the region, it would be more appropriate to leverage on new investment in the
Oxford-Cambridge Corridor which will surely be tackling matters of economic growth and public service provisions.

Summary:

Insufficient transport access and public services. Proposed increase of 60% population has not sufficiently taken into
account the services available, and existing community. Moreton Road is already a burden to traffic in Buckingham
town centre, where other access through Foscote Road and College Farm Road to the A422 are narrow country lanes
and unmarked.The proposal does not provide any suggestions to improved access to healthcare, education, retail or
key employment areas. It would be more appropriate to leverage on new investment in the Oxford-Cambridge Corridor.

Change to Plan

A massive overhaul to current traffic infrastructures to the A422, which itself is reaching maximum capacity.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, iii

Attachments:
Hadley, Lennard 32066 response.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 621 - 31133 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, iv

621

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ms Lyn Robinson [31133]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

AVDC Saved Policies 53/54 oppose impacting Conservation Areas. This development would introduce into a
Conservation Area and a confined space a roundabout 14m from the A413, impactful street furniture, double yellow
lines, restrictions on parking to key village busineses and cottages.
To increase the population of Maids Moreton by over 60% is unsustainable re. road infrastructure, amenities,
community well-being.
This development is materially and socially incompatible with the proposed Oxford/Cambridge corridor. Nor is it in line
with the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan.

Summary:

AVDC Saved Policies 53/54 oppose impacting Conservation Areas. This development would introduce into a
Conservation Area and a confined space a roundabout 14m from the A413, impactful street furniture, double yellow
lines, restrictions on parking to key village busineses and cottages.
To increase the population of Maids Moreton by over 60% is unsustainable re. road infrastructure, amenities,
community well-being.
This development is materially and socially incompatible with the proposed Oxford/Cambridge corridor. Nor is it in line
with the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan.

Change to Plan

The number of houses to be built should be greatly reduced eg. to a small development of twenty houses.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, iv

Attachments:
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646

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr John White [28419]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

There is no material legal obligation within the body of the plan or within the acceptance process to guarantee
development compliance with the proposals outlined.
The proposed parcel of land to be developed represents a significant expansion of the village. Inspectors Reports
T/APP/5132/A/82/013033/PS1 and T/APP/J0405/A/98/
07/P4 refused development on the grounds that development would change the character of the village and represent
an unacceptable intrusion into the countryside.
Planning application 16/00151/AOP is not providing a sympathetic approach to the issues of access to the site. The
existing road infrastructure, Walnut Drive and Foscott Road, were not built for the development of this parcel of land.
The proposals made in the outline planning permission result in a loss of amenity to residents of Walnut Drive and Main
Street with parking restrictions and a mini roundabout. Foscott Road is a narrow lane designated by BCC Highways as
a "failed road".
Increase traffic volumes by the development will generate intrusive traffic through the natural vehicular pathways to exit
the village. BCC Highways department have identified the Junction with Mill Lane/College Farm and A422 as a
dangerous and unsafe junction.
The capacity of the existing physical infrastructure has not been uplifted to meet the demands of further development in
this area. The Aylesbury Vale Water Cycle Study (Final) V2, does not identify (MM006) this proposed site for
development. In respect of Waste Water Treatment. Buckingham Sewage Treatment Works has already been "red
flagged" as in need of capital infrastructure improvement and the discharge permits have already been exceeded., a
significant concern in terms of impact on the ecology of the area. Anglia Water has identified that there are significant
constraints to the provision of additional capacity at Buckingham.
The physical Infrastructure in terms of highways and water treatment systems need to be uplifted before any
development at (M0006) this site can be considered.

Summary:

No legal obligation for developers to comply with proposals identified in VALP.
Previous Inspection Reports have refused permission for development in this area.
Highways infrastructure issues and unsafe roads.
Physical Infrastructure does not meet demands of further development.

Change to Plan

Removal of MM0006 from VALP

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes
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None
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651

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs JILLIAN KING [32068]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I strongly object to the above planning application.
Maids Moreton is a SMALL village not medium as stated.
The proposed entry via Foscott Road, a very narrow country lane, and Walnut Drive will exacerbate the existing traffic
problems . Parking outside the Blacksmiths workshop and The Wheatsheaf, both valued amenities, would be
impossible. This area has no footpath and no room to install one.
The bus service is extremely limited and all facilities, Doctors, shops etc are in Buckingham.
The land is valuable grazing and arable land. The hedgerows and would be destroy along with the abundant wildlife.

Summary:

I strongly object to the above planning application.
Maids Moreton is a SMALL village not medium as stated.
The proposed entry via Foscott Road, a very narrow country lane, and Walnut Drive will exacerbate the existing traffic
problems . Parking outside the Blacksmiths workshop and The Wheatsheaf, both valued amenities, would be
impossible. This area has no footpath and no room to install one.
The bus service is extremely limited and all facilities, Doctors, shops etc are in Buckingham.
The land is valuable grazing and arable land. The hedgerows and would be destroy along with the abundant wildlife.

Change to Plan

Reduce the number of houses to 15-20.
Oct 2015 AVDC housing and Econonmic Development Land Assessment stated 'Development would not relate to
existing pattern of development and there is no suitable access to the land Would extend village significantly NE into
open countryside

Appear at exam?
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706

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Keith Howell [32096]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

In the previous HEELA this site was classified as unsuitable for development. What and why has this changed to
suitable site.

Summary:

In the previous HEELA this site was classified as unsuitable for development. What and why has this changed to
suitable site.

Change to Plan

Not to considered as suitable location in any form. To look again at the land east of Buckingham ,north of the 422

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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712

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr David Hancock [32097]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The VALP appears to disproportionately impact Maids Moreton with an increase in population much greater than for
other medium villages (60%). In addition there are limited employment opportunities in the immediate vicinity
suggesting that such significant growth is unsuitable / unsustainable, this will simply add to already over stretched
transport networks. Such significant growth will irreversably damage the essential quality of the village in terms of
identity, community and not to mention the appearance and visual feel which the conservation area seeks to protect.

Summary:

The VALP appears to disproportionately impact Maids Moreton with an increase in population much greater than for
other medium villages (60%). In addition there are limited employment opportunities in the immediate vicinity
suggesting that such significant growth is unsuitable / unsustainable, this will simply add to already over stretched
transport networks. Such significant growth will irreversably damage the essential quality of the village in terms of
identity, community and not to mention the appearance and visual feel which the conservation area seeks to protect.

Change to Plan

Maids Moreton should be recatagorised as a small village and take a smaller number of additional homes.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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717

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Delia Frigaard [31916]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to the proposed development on the following grounds:1. Maids Moreton has been wrongly defined as a 'medium village' in that it meets only six of the ten defining
characteristics. Surely it should be a small village
2.Even as a medium village the 61% proposed increase in population far outweighs the average of 14% of all medium
villages and will destroy the hard fought for sense of a village community.
3.As a resident on Main Street I am well aware of the increase in traffic, a problem which will only be exacerbated.
4. The proposed exits from the development onto Walnut Drive or Foscote Road are dangerous.The former is very
close to the junction of Main Street and the A413 and the latter is on a narrow country lane where people enjoy walking
5.There will be more pressure on our very overstretched medical services. Residents already find it hard to get a GP
appointment.
6.There will be loss of valuable farmland. This not brownfield site

Summary:

My objections cover the mistaken definition of our village, the increase in population, traffic and safety problem, lack of
services and loss of farmland

Change to Plan

Redefine village status.
Reduce proposed number of houses
Reconsider the suitability of the site

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
No
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Yes
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726

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs J.C Turner [32100]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Unfair Destruction of maids Moreton
I object very strongly to your proposals of
1. 61% increase in population way above the recommended average. Your current plans do not even meet within the
definitions currently ( I regret) accepted.
2. Traffic is already a problem - it can take me nearly 5 mins to get out of my road and one day took 10. Also think
"pollution".
3. Proposals are on pasture and farmland of which I think will be needed more in the future - We cannot always bring in
so much food only for it to be wasted. Think costs of long term.
4. Medical + social service overstretched now. I cannot get an appointment with my GP until after Xmas. Fortunately it
is not urgent merely routin.
5. Maids Moreton would lose its identity completely. It has a good community spirit, it is a very happy VILLAGE at
present. People choose to live there because they do not want to be in a town.
Please re-think this carefully - Thoughts very much are with us that you don't really care.

Summary:

Objects strongly to the allocation of this site for a number of reasons including too large an increase in population,
traffic problems will get worse, proposals are on farmland which is needed, medical and social services are already
overstretched and loss of identity of Maids Moreton.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Turner, J.C 32100.docx
Turner, J.C 32100 Letter_Redacted.pdf
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O - 727 - 32101 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - None

727

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: D Flegg [32101]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
I object to VALP proposed submission (A charming village will be destroyed and become an ordinary town)
D Flegg
Summary:

I object to VALP proposed submission (A charming village will be destroyed and become an ordinary town).

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Flegg, D 32101 letter_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 783 - 32096 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii, iii, iv

783

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Keith Howell [32096]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further comment, under D3 Housing development at smaller villages this development fails all of the criteria. Overall
this development does not meet the accepted definition of sustainable development, together with a completely
unrealistic vehicular access onto both Walnut Drive and Foscote Road with inevitable congestion to Main Street. This
development would also increase the population of Maids Moreton in excess of 60%. the average for all medium
classified villages is 14%.

Summary:

Further comment, under D3 Housing development at smaller villages this development fails all of the criteria. Overall
this development does not meet the accepted definition of sustainable development, together with a completely
unrealistic vehicular access onto both Walnut Drive and Foscote Road with inevitable congestion to Main Street. This
development would also increase the population of Maids Moreton in excess of 60%. the average for all medium
classified villages is 14%.

Change to Plan

To look again at the land east of Buckingham north of the 422

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv
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801

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Bec Bray [32118]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I object to this proposal. Maids Moreton is a small village with no amenitys other than the pub. An increase to the size
of the village by 60% is totally unreasonable. It will completely change the appearance and destory much of the natural
wildlife. The roads are too narrow to accomodate any increase in traffic, and the local schools are already overflowing
with applicants. Further more, the local surgerys (Buckingham) can not cope with the already large increase in
population in the area, with many people having to travel to Steeple Claydon.
I strongly object to this proposal.

Summary:

I object to this proposal. Maids Moreton is a small village with no amenitys other than the pub. An increase to the size
of the village by 60% is totally unreasonable. It will completely change the appearance and destory much of the natural
wildlife. The roads are too narrow to accomodate any increase in traffic, and the local schools are already overflowing
with applicants. Further more, the local surgerys (Buckingham) can not cope with the already large increase in
population in the area, with many people having to travel to Steeple Claydon.
I strongly object to this proposal.

Change to Plan

Look elsewhere to build.
Reduce the number of houses in the proposal by 150.
Build a doctors surgery and staff it, on the Lace Hill estate.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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804

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ms Pauline Kneafsey [28604]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I wish to object to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan as it affects Maids Moreton. As a designated medium village, Maids
Moreton has been allocated development of 170 houses. This would be an increase of over 60%. The average increase
in a medium village is 14%, a reasonable number that would allow gradual development. A huge increase of 60% in
population growth will compromise the clearly defined boundary and change the individual character and identity of
Maids Moreton. Altering the infrastructure threatens family businesses, historic homes and characteristic village
entrances. There is very little employment here therefore no sustainability.

Summary:

I wish to object to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan as it affects Maids Moreton. As a designated medium village, Maids
Moreton has been allocated development of 170 houses. This would be an increase of over 60%. The average increase
in a medium village is 14%, a reasonable number that would allow gradual development. A huge increase of 60% in
population growth will compromise the clearly defined boundary and change the individual character and identity of
Maids Moreton. Altering the infrastructure threatens family businesses, historic homes and characteristic village
entrances. There is very little employment here therefore no sustainability.

Change to Plan

Maximum development of 30 houses.
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No

Legal?
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O - 806 - 32120 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - None

806

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Pamela Woodlock [32120]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

1 According to criteria for village sizes set by Avdc itself, Maids Moreton is a medium Village , not a large one as it has
only 4/10 defining characteristics.
2 Development of 170 houses would increase the population by c60%, thus totally changing the character of the village.
3 Proposed entrances to development are inadequate, one being only yards from the A413 and leaving no parking for
adjacent businesses and houses,( including the public house) the other being in a very narrow lane not suitable for the
inevitable traffic, which would ensue.
4 Because of the expansion of Buckingham the amount of traffic in the whole area is beginning to cause problems and
Maids Moreton is already being used as a "cut through" to the A422 and the A421.
5 A public footpath runs right accross the proposed development and is used by numerous people for walking and
exercise. This provides a welcome space for the village and would be an enormous loss.

Summary:

Objection to proposed development for 170 houses
Maids Moreton is a medium village not a large one,population increase of 60% would change it,s character.
Proposed site entrances totally inadequate not considering adjacent businesses or houses.
Increase in traffic. Maids Moreton already used as a "cut-through" to avoid town

Change to Plan

Maids Moreton should be treated as a medium village and the population should increase in line with other villages in
Aylesbury Vale/

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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826

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr David Owen [32129]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Maids Moreton is a small village despite being categorised a 'Medium' in your plan. Based on current population size
and six other of your defining categories this is a SMALL Village. This proposed development will increase the current
village size by a further 60% .
This will have a huge impact n the amenities and transport in the village and will significantly affect every villages way
of life in the future.
The two proposed access points into this development are both totally inadequate. One is off a cul de sac with only 6-7
houses in it and the entry road to a business park and the other is on to a very quiet country lane.
There is already a 'rat run' though the village at Akeley Wood school drop off and pick up times and many of the
properties in the village do not have any off road parking so there are always cars parked on Main Street.
Access out of the village by Mill Lane is governed by a width restriction so will again cause bottle-necks with traffic at
morning and evening rush hours.
There has already been a lot of development very close to the village which has put a strain on the area and to add this
development in a rural area is a step too far.

Summary:

This proposed development is in totally the wrong place and will change a small village by too great a percentage

Change to Plan

The development needs to be sited in a totally different place

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 873 - 32143 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - i, ii, iii, iv

873

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Kelly Ingle [32143]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

- I object to the scale of development as it will have a negative impact on the village both physically (the number of new
houses proposed is too high for a village this size ) and village life (new residents will need to commute to MK,
Brackley, Aylesbury as there is no new employment available in the village, the bus network runs Mon-Fri every 2 hours
so is not suitable for commuting or even local shopping, there is no shop or doctors in the village, there is no cycle path
between MM and Buckingham).

Summary:

- I object to the scale of development as it will have a negative impact on the village both physically (the number of new
houses proposed is too high for a village this size ) and village life (new residents will need to commute to MK,
Brackley, Aylesbury as there is no new employment available in the village, the bus network runs Mon-Fri every 2 hours
so is not suitable for commuting or even local shopping, there is no shop or doctors in the village, there is no cycle path
between MM and Buckingham).

Change to Plan

The VALP needs to consider where the employment opportunities are and house people within easy access of these,
not in outlying villages with poor public transport and scarce facilities like Maids Moreton.
The VALP needs to build houses where the transport and facilities can accommodate or be expanded to accommodate
new residents. This would need to be: a doctor's surgery, a shop, a full Primary school (not an Infant school as
currently), a proper cycle network linked to Buckingham, a bus route that operates more regularly and to more
destinations, and a road scheme whereby people can bypass MM to access the A422 and A421 without driving through
village lanes or single file past the school.
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Legal?
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Sound?
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903

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Francesca Hinton [30802]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Maids Moreton is not a medium sized village. The development is too big and will increase the village by 60%.If AVDC
follow their own criteria it should only be an increase of 14%.The access road is too small. The mini roundabout at the
top of main street does not give enough space for emergency vehicles to turn safely. It will dramatically change the
character of the village. There is no attempt to integrate the development into the village .Main Street is a conservation
area and bound by certain restrictions introduced by AVDC . The junction is the busiest but most narrow section of
Main Street. Main Street has become a dangerous "rat run" and it is not unusual to be bullied and verbally abused by
impatient motorists. Foscote road is a country lane and there is a suspicion that the reservoir is leaking causing the
road to subside. The development site is green field and outside the village boundary.

Summary:

Why is AVDC going against its own planning criteria? How does the VALP justify the discrepancies in housing numbers
between comparable villages and why has Maids Moreton been singled out.
This is an unfair and unjust abuse of a community by a public body. This development brings no benefit to the village.

Change to Plan

The plan needs to be more sympathetic to the location and involve the wishes and needs of the Maids Moreton
residents. We should be treated the same as comparable communities and not have this forced on us.
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Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ms Jane Wood [32164]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I strongly object to the proposed development of 170 houses on the Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote
Road. While the density of housing may respect the character of the village, the sheer volume does not. Maids Moreton
is not a 'medium village' as we only fit in with 4 of the 6 criteria defining a 'medium village'. It is unreasonable to impose
a disproportionate 60% increase in housing on a village of our actual size with our limited facilities and constrained
infrastructure of narrow roads that already struggle under volume of traffic and physical size of vehicles, as would be
apparent to anyone visiting the village to understand better the constraints.
There are better sites in the village for development than this one.
I do not believe "A satisfactory vehicular access" can be achieved because the proposed new road layout at Walnut
Drive will jeopardise the business of Harris Bros, which operates from the Old Forge, and needs to be able to park farm
vehicles at the front on Main Street, and also needs to accommodate access for delivery vehicles, at a particularly
narrow pinch point in the road. The pub diagonally opposite also needs to be able to accommodate delivery vehicles. A
roundabout would have terrible visibility, would prevent both these businesses receiving the vehicles they need, and
would have a very negative impact on the immediate residents as well as the wider village community, if the two
businesses were to go under from inability to carry on trade any longer.
Access off Foscote Road - this is an extremely narrow and dangerous road, and a site visit will easily show how
impractical it is to propose putting a large volume of traffic through this route.
The plan now designates land off Scotts Lane as partly suitable for development. It has previously been deemed
Unsuitable in the HELAA and SHLAA for years. It has been long established that this is a particularly sensitive & valued
site in the village, plus an important buffer between Maids Moreton & Buckingham. It is in the conservation area and
should be protected. It should be redesignated at Unsuitable for devt.

Summary:

- Maids Moreton is not a 'medium village'. The scale of development is disproportionate.
- There are severe physical constraints at the proposed access points. There are better alternatives.
- The proposed new road layout would jeopardise the pub and engineering works businesses.
- Land off Scotts Lane is Unsuitable for Development

Change to Plan

Redesignate Maids Moreton as a small village.
Reduce scale of housing required in Maids Moreton.
Allocate housing on the site near the allotments, which has long been proposed and has been uncontroversial in the
village.
Reinstate the designation of land off Scotts Lane as inappropriate for development
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Diana Owen [30371]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

1. Outside the village natural curtilage.
2. Maids Moreton by default is close to Buckingham, however, the size of the village population and does not meet all
the requirements to be classified as medium and should therefore be classified as small.
3. The access/exit to the development cannot be supported by the current road infrastructure and Main Street cannot
take the volume of traffic that it will generate, especially at peak times as we already struggle with school journeys to
the private schools.
4. Main Street is already being used as a bypass to Buckingham from the A422 to the A413 to miss the congestion at
the Old Gaol roundabout.
5. The size of the development is over and above the housing stock already available at other more suitable sites in
Buckingham with easy access to the main 'A' roads.
6. There is no 'employment sites' to take on the 60% increase in population within the village and all Buckingham's
amenities are at the other side of the village, so the volume of traffic within a 'conservation area' will be detrimental to
the properties that have no foundations along Main Street, Moreton Road, Church Street.
7. Mill Lane has a width restriction and the Foscote Road are not fit for current purpose and certainly with the increase
from such a development would become a definite 'accident' hotspot.
8. This development contravenes everything laid out in Clause 3.19 and 3.20 (page 37 of VALP
9. Clause 4.158(d) - this is just wishful thinking! The village has not been able to persuade the Highways that the
current public footpath (MMT/2/1) is already an 'accident waiting to happen'.
10. Once such development is allowed it will set a precedent for a 'rounding off'' exercise towards the A413, across the
Bycell Road, along the back of the Rugby Club and meet up with the Moreton Road Development (BUC043) and the
village will be swallowed up and we will end up being surrounded by concrete.

Summary:

I have strong objections to this site being developed for the reasons given above and feel that MM is being penalised
for falling by default within the 'medium' category when we should in fact be 'small'. If this development goes ahead it
will be the precedent for a full rounding off exercise and the village's identity will be lost forever and the road structure
does not lend itself to sufficient improvement as it is constricted by the conservation area and the number of houses
already abutting the road.

Change to Plan

The Plan should take note of the fact that the village has been incorrectly classified due to the village's proximity to
Buckingham, rather than what the village is made up of and what development is required.
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Aaron Hales [32176]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sirs,
I object to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan for the following reasons:
VALP proposes a 61% increase in population in the population of Maids Moreton, whereas the average for all medium
sized villages is 14%.
There is little employment here, the nearest being Milton Keynes or in the south of the county. Maids Moreton has been
singled out to accommodate the housing needs of the south of the county.
VALP proposals will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas, and destroy the specific feeling of a
village community.
VALP will damage the visual aspect on entering the village.
VALP proposals are to use pasture and farmland, not using brown field sites.
VALP will destroy the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
VALP will further worsen existing traffic problems and will remove existing householder and business parking.
VALP will increase the demand for medical and social services in the area which are already over-stretched.
VALP will destroy the district identity of Maids Moreton, allowing it to just become a dormitory village that will affect the
community spirit of its residents.
Overall, this proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Summary:

Objects to the allocation as it represents a high population increase for Maids Moreton which is much higher than the
average for other medium villages. There is little employment and Maids Moreton is being singled out to accommodate
housing needs of the south of the county. It will destroy the natural environment and views and use
farmland/pastureland. It will destroy the character of the village and will worsen existing traffic/parking problems. It will
increase demand for overstretched services and does not represent sustainable development.

Change to Plan
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Duncan Macey [32177]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sirs,
I object to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan for the following reasons:
VALP proposes a 61% increase in population in the population of Maids Moreton, whereas the average for all medium
sized villages is 14%.
There is little employment here, the nearest being Milton Keynes or in the south of the county. Maids Moreton has been
singled out to accommodate the housing needs of the south of the county.
VALP proposals will destroy the natural environment and reduce open vistas, and destroy the specific feeling of a
village community.
VALP will damage the visual aspect on entering the village.
VALP proposals are to use pasture and farmland, not using brown field sites.
VALP will destroy the clearly defined boundary and individual character of the village.
VALP will further worsen existing traffic problems and will remove existing householder and business parking.
VALP will increase the demand for medical and social services in the area which are already over-stretched.
VALP will destroy the district identity of Maids Moreton, allowing it to just become a dormitory village that will affect the
community spirit of its residents.
Overall, this proposal does not meet the widely accepted definition of sustainable development.

Summary:

Objects to the allocation as it represents a high population increase for Maids Moreton which is much higher than the
average for other medium villages. There is little employment and Maids Moreton is being singled out to accommodate
housing needs of the south of the county. It will destroy the natural environment and views and use
farmland/pastureland. It will destroy the character of the village and will worsen existing traffic/parking problems. It will
increase demand for overstretched services and does not represent sustainable development.

Yours Faithfully, Duncan R. Macey

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Janice Circuit [32178]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
I am writing to record my objection to the Local Plan including development to land to the north east of Manor Park.
My husband and I attended the public meeting held in the Community Centre show proposed local plan. It was made
evident at this time by representatives present that there was only one plot of land sustainable for development which is
on the A413 adjacent to Bycell Road and the allotments. This would complete the allotted amount of new homes
needed to support the proposed increase within the village. ie the widely accepted definition of sustainable
development. We were told that all other areas where applications has been made were unsuitable for development
and would not occur.
This proposal will destroy the specific village community and identity and, will compromise the clearly defined boundary
of Maids Moreton, increasing the population by 61%. It will also destroy the natural environment, and exacerbate the
existing highway infrastructure that has been compromised by recent developments outside the village. This already
causes grid lock in Main Street to the point where buses are frequently prevented from using their normal stops. The
traffic problems in Buckingham already cause the use of Mill Lane (which dangerous especially in bad winters due to
flooding and freezing) to be used as a rat run at peak times in a very difficult junction to the A422 Stratford Road. This
will only be exacerbated by the additional traffic generated by this proposed development. The use of Towcester Road
would adversely affect traffic in Buckingham, especially at the Old Goal junction. Using Leckhamstead or Foscote
Roads would be completely unsuitable, as one is a filed road and the other is very narrow and liable to flooding. The
proposal is for homes which will result in many additional vehicles travelling through the village as everyone will need a
car for work and increase demand for medical/social services that are already inadequate.
Buckingham and its environs are already a commuter area with limited opportunities for employment thus the
development would give little to the town or village community, save for further fulfilling the role of a dormitory
development. There are now no facilities whitin the village, save for the Wheatsheaf, the church and school (currently
full) resulting in need for all other services to be provided from Buckingham at the closest, making transport a key
issue. The majority of employment being located in Milton Keynes or Aylesbury or outside of Aylesbury Vale and we are
being used to accommodate their housing needs.
I would request information as the reasons why unsuitable land is now suitable although there has been no evidence of
works to change the statys, while the reserve situation applies to the originally suitable plot on the A413.
Please review and note the substance of my objectins and advise how land categorisations have changed since the
open day.
Yours faithfully
Janice Circuit

Summary:

Object to MMO006, at a public meeting this land was unsuitable, the proposal here will destroy the community and
identity, will compromise the clearly defined boundary of Maids Moreton, increasing the population by 61%, will destroy
the natural environment and exacerbate highway infrastructure that is already compromised. Buckingham is already a
commuter area with limited opportunities for employment, the development would give little to the town or village
community. There are now very few facilities within the village resulting in need for all other services to be provided
from Buckingham at the closest, making transport a key issue

Change to Plan
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mr Peter Circuit [32182]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Dear Sirs,
I am writing to record my objection to the Local Plan including development to land to the north east od Manor Park.
My wife and I attended the public meeting held in the Community Centre to show the proposed local plan. It was made
evident at this time by representatives present that there was only one plot of land suitable for development in the
village confines adjacent to the main road and between that and the allotments. We were told that other areas where
application had been made were unsuitable for development and this would not occur. The suitable plot was large
enough to support the development proposals for the village.
I would request information as the reasons why unsuitable land is now suitable although there has been no evidence of
works to change the status while the reverse situation applies to the originally suitable plot.
There is no indication of the issue of access to the proposed development. The effect on the excising highway
infrastructure within the village, the wider area Buckingham and it's access routes will seriously compromise the traffic
situation.
The proposal is for homes which will result in many additional vehicles as everyone will need a car for work, shopping,
schools, doctos, dentist and hospital appointments etc. These will be in additional to the current vehicles and those
travelling through the village.
The existing Highway infrastructure has been compromised by recent developments outside the village, to the point
where buses are frequently prevented from their normal stops by traffic issues. The traffic problems in Buckingham
already cause the use of Mill Lane (which is dangerous especially in bad winters due to flooding and freezing as a rat
run at peak times resulting in a very difficult junction to the A422 Stratford Road. This will only be exacerbated by the
additional traffic generated. The use of Towcester Road would adversely affect the traffic in Buckingham, especially at
the Old Goal Junction. Using Leckhampstead or Foscote Roads would be completely unsuitable, as one is a failed road
and the other is very narrow and liable to flooding.
There are now no facilities within the village, save for the Wheatsheaf, the church and school (currently full) resulting in
need for all other services to be provided from Buckingham at the closest, making transport a key issue.
Buckingham and its environs are already a commuter area with limited opportunities for employment and thus the
development would give little to the town or village community, save for fulfilling the role of a dormitory development.
Please review and note the substance of my objections and advise how land categorisation have changed since the
open day.
Yours faithfully
Peter L Circuit

Summary:

Object to MMO006, it was previously unsuitable, no evidence of works to change this status while the reverse situation
applies to the other originally suitable plot. There are issues with access and impact on the highway infrastructure,
there are no facilities in the village save for the Wheatsheaf, the church and school (currently full) resulting in need for
all other services to be provided from Buckingham at the closest, making transport a key issue. Buckingham and its
environs are already a commuter area with limited opportunities for employment and the development would give little
to the town or village community

Change to Plan
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Mrs Celia Thorne [32014]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed our objections to the VALP for Maids Moreton
(1)We object to more housing because the infrastructure is inadequate for the amount of traffic that will be using the
already congested road.
(2)We object to Maids Moreton being expanded on to agriculture land.
(3) We object because of the strain more housing will put onto the already struggling amenities: Doctors Surgeries etc.
Where we alrady have to wait 3 weeks for an appointment.
(4) We object because the identity of Maids Moreton will be lost if it expands further.
(5) The lack of employment in the area will mean that we will become a dormity village which will affect the village
community spirit.
(6) We object to the access from the proposed development onto to the main St and onto the Foscote road. Main St
because of the junction with the A413 which makes this a potential hazard. The foscote RD because the village road is
notsuitable to take more traffic.
Yours sincerely
CA THORNE R THORNE

Summary:

Transport infrastructure is inadequate, the site is agricultural land, it would put strain on village amenities including
doctors surgeries, the identity of the village would be lost, it would become a dormitory village due to lack of
employment and accesses onto either Main Street or Foscote Road are problematic.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mr R Thorne [32184]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find enclosed our objections to the VALP for Maids Moreton
(1)We object to more housing because the infrastructure is inadequate for the amount of traffic that will be using the
already congested road.
(2)We object to Maids Moreton being expanded on to agriculture land.
(3) We object because of the strain more housing will put onto the already struggling amenities: Doctors Surgeries etc.
Where we alrady have to wait 3 weeks for an appointment.
(4) We object because the identity of Maids Moreton will be lost if it expands further.
(5) The lack of employment in the area will mean that we will become a dormity village which will affect the village
community spirit.
(6) We object to the access from the proposed development onto to the main St and onto the Foscote road. Main St
because of the junction with the A413 which makes this a potential hazard. The foscote RD because the village road is
notsuitable to take more traffic.
Yours sincerely
CA THORNE R THORNE

Summary:

Transport infrastructure is inadequate, the site is agricultural land, it would put strain on village amenities including
doctors surgeries, the identity of the village would be lost, it would become a dormitory village due to lack of
employment and accesses onto either Main Street or Foscote Road are problematic.
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Respondent: Dr Mary Hadley [32021]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am writing to object to the VALP, a proposal for building of 171 houses between Maids Moreton and Akeley villages.
Please find below my objections and suggestions for further research before a final decision is made.
1.
I object on the grounds that Maids Moreton is being classified as a medium rather than a small village. I have
lived in both Maids Moreton, where I currently jointly own a property, and Akeley. Both villages have exactly the same
amenities. A children's park with swings etc., a primary school and one Public House. It takes only five minutes longer
to travel from Akeley to Buckingham by car.
2.
I object on the grounds that the development would result in Maids Moreton, even when it is wrongly classified as
a medium village, having a population increase of 61%. The average for medium villages in the area is only 14% with
the majority well below 10%. This increase would be detrimental to the village in terms of village community, amenities
and traffic (see below)
3.
I object to the boundary of Maids Moreton, direction Akeley to the north of Maids Morton, being expanded. The
extension of the village boundary is not in line with other decisions NOT to extend boundaries. Buckingham town
boundary is not being moved, even though the vast majority of movement from new houses will be in the direction of
Buckingham, Milton Keynes and Aylesbury. This is particularly relevant since bus routes to Milton Keynes (linking with
London trains) and train connections to Winslow are expected to become more developed in the future. I also note that
the Maids Moreton /Buckingham boundary is not evident at all. Residential buildings are already back to back down the
Moreton Road.
4.
I object to the addition of 171 residential properties being developed to the north of the village on the grounds that
the additional traffic, potentially 340 extra cars on the basis of two cars per family, will be moving out of the village
southwards during rush hour. This will cause too much congestion for the existing residents who already use this route.
Furthermore additional pollution from the vehicles will affect not only existing residents but the birdlife over the Fostcote
reservoir. I suggest a full assessment is made, both on traffic congestion and potential pollution. The last Manual
Classified Counts were made in July 2014 these should be updated and projections for the extra vehicles made.
5.
I object to the planning permission for these proposed 171 additional houses based on the inability of the village
school being able to accommodate the potential 300+ children that would be granted access. The nature of the school
would be changed irrevocably if it was to be expanded to accommodate the extra pupils.
6.
I object because the local Public House is already brimming full at weekends. This Public House is a listed
property of historical relevance. There would be no room for an 340 additional customers. The pub is the centre of
village life and allows for a great sense of community. It is an all welcoming community in which a few additional
'outsiders' are currently easily absorbed. This is likely to change with a potential additional 200+ customers within a
very short time span.
7.
I object to this development, north of the existing village boundary based on the likelihood that, in the absence of
opportunities and amenities north of the village, the additional inhabitants will be taking up jobs and places in
secondary schools to the south of the village. Development south of the village is therefore more appropriate. Traffic
will increase and a sense of community likely to decrease when 'life' is centred outside the village for so many
additional inhabitants.
8.
I object to this development since the woodland areas with public footpaths between the Pightle and the Foscote
road will be destroyed completely. This destruction will chase several species of animal and birds away from the village
as well as the wild flowers and bushes. I would suggest a full environmental survey of this area, including the potential
contamination/destruction to the Foscote Reservoir is conducted before any decision is made.
9.
I object to the new development beyond the northern boundary of the village based on the increased thoroughfare
of pedestrians to the existing park and football field. This additional pedestrian traffic will change the insular sense of
village life and compromise security. Currently Neighbourhood Watch can easily identify a person walking through the
village, especially around the time children walk home from school, as a 'stranger'. This would no longer be possible if
an additional 171 houses were built and filled in a short space of time.
10. I object to the potential increase of houses in the village since we already have very long waiting times for doctor
and dentist appointments as well as the pharmacies for prescriptions. These will be exacerbated with 3-500 additional
clients.
11. I object to the position of the new development since it will change the view of the village on entrance. Currently it
is a clear compact settlement. The new development will appear as an appendage to the current village rather than part
of the village. It will appear more of an extension of Buckingham Town with a 'village' in between.
Thank you for taking my objections seriously in the decision-making for this very inappropriate residential housing
development proposal.
Mary Hadley PhD.

Summary:

1. The increase of 61% population is over the average of 16% for medium villages and Maids Moreton should be
classified as a small village.
2. The development is north of the village while job opportunities etc. are to the south. Traffic will move through the
village and Buckingham causing further congestion and pollution.
3. The woodland area between Foscote Road and The Pightle will be destroyed along with the fauna and flora found
there. Possible contamination of Foscote Reservoir.
4. The local amenities (Public House, school and childrens' park) will be overstretched.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1. Reclassification of Maids Moreton as a small village.
2. Reduction in the number of houses/expected inhabitants to match an increase in population of not more than 14% or
the average for a small village development Maids Moreton is reclassified.
3. Full environmental assessment for the woodland area and Foscote Reservoir
4. Traffic assessment including Manual Classification Counts with predictions for the increase in car transport through
the village and Buckingham Town
5. An assessment of the capacity of local amenities and security of the village (particularly for the elderly and schoolgoing children)
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Respondent: Maids Moreton Parish Council (Ruth Millard)
[30429]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I reject the planning of 170 houses in Maids Moreton. This will bring more traffic, conjestion and too many cars in a
village. Maids Moreton is a village and does not require more houses to built in such a small village. There are plenty of
other areas that could be expanded. Thoughts if more people coming and trying to get into doctors, schools etc, has
not been taken into account.

Summary:

I reject the planning of 170 houses in Maids Moreton. This will bring more traffic, conjestion and too many cars in a
village. Maids Moreton is a village and does not require more houses to built in such a small village. There are plenty of
other areas that could be expanded. Thoughts if more people coming and trying to get into doctors, schools etc, has
not been taken into account.

Ruth Millard on behalf on Mrs Green
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Respondent: Mr Richard Atkins [32041]

Agent:

Full Text:

Maids Moreton Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30429]

I wish to object in the most strongest way possible about the proposed development of MMO006 170 houses.
My objection is based on the following:
We are categorised as a medium village. We feel that is unfair as it only meets 4/10 characteristics making us a small
village. The
The infrastructure around our village will not be able to cope due to Main Street not having any public footpath around
the access area. Foscote Road is a narrow country Road which is dangerous to 2 way traffic with minimal movements
at present.
At peak time 8-9 when children and workers are moving around there will be danger and chaos for all.
There are no local village employment so each house will be driving out to work in Surrounding towns. Already the
congestion to Stony Stratford tails back to the Deanshanger Straight at peak times. Therefore forcing people to seek
alternative routes down country roads.
The main roads around have not been upgraded since i have been around the village since the 1960's.
This is on green belt land pasture land.
There are no public facilities to accommodate 60% increase in population. Doctors, schools etc. Even now if I require
an appointment with local Drs I have to wait 2 weeks.
The average in a village is 14%! Why are we singled out! Only for the profit of local agricultural landowners.

Summary:

Infrastructure will be unable to cope, Main Street has no public footpath and Foscote Road is dangerous for 2 way
traffic. the site is green belt pasture land. there are no public facilities to accommodate 60% increase in population, in
particular doctors and schools.
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Respondent: Mrs Rachel Bessell [32340]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I wish to inform the Council of my opposition to the housing allocations of Maids Moreton in the Aylesbury Vale Local.
Like many local residents, I was primarily concerned to see that our population will rise by 60% from these 170
houses - far more than any other "medium village" is being asked to accept. This proposal will ruin the village feel of
Maids Moreton and harm our local character by turning the area into a dormitory town.
Secondly, as many residents commute to Milton Keynes, I am concerned to see that the Council has rejected a large
site Shenley Park which could have provided 200 homes. It would have made far more sense to allocate that instead of
cramming 170 homes into a small village like ours.

Summary:

Site allocation too big for a 'Medium village' - objecting to MMO006. Should allocate Shenley Pk
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Sir/ Madam [32359]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please register this letter as a formal objection to the allocation in Maids Moreton for 170 houses.
I am very concerned at AVDC's justification for allocating such a large site, which is that we are adjoined to
Buckingham. Maids Moreton has its own identify and is a separate settlement entirely. Such a large development will
destroy our village identity and compromise our unique character.
Secondly, the Council has ignored the fact that this proposal will further worsen existing traffic problems and create
even more issues with parking I the village.
Instead of rushing this proposal through, please remove this site from the Local Plan and consider putting more
development near to Milton Keynes instead.

Summary:

objection to the allocation in Maids Moreton for 170 houses.

Change to Plan

please remove this site from the Local Plan and consider putting more development near to Milton Keynes instead.
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Object
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Auril McMillian [32371]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I strongly object to the Council's plan to build 170 homes in the village of Maids Moreton, as I understand is proposed in
the local plan. The site in question is hugely unpopular with the local community, many of whom have objected to the
current planning application for it.
Furthermore I believe that the council has wrongly categorised our village as a "medium village", as it does not meet all
the criteria for being one - for example our "primary school" is actually only an infants' school. Even if we were a
medium village, 170 houses is far more development than other villages in this category are receiving in the local plan.
I also understand that the Council has recently cancelled its plans to build 2000 homes at Shenley Park near to Milton
Keynes. As many residents in this part of the district commute there for work, I think the Council should reconsider this
decision and get rid of our unwanted allocation.

Summary:

I strongly object to the Council's plan to build 170 homes in the village of Maids Moreton, as I understand is proposed in
the local plan. The site in question is hugely unpopular with the local community, many of whom have objected to the
current planning application for it.

Change to Plan

deleted allocation at Maids Moreton
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

Reference is made to there being a need for an updated assessment of surface water sewerage network capacity. It
appears that this is a reference to assessment of sites by Anglian Water which appears in the Council's Water Cycle
Study to support the preparation of the Local Plan.

Change to Plan

Please see attached schedule of changes.
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

Policy D-MMO006 indicates that the site will deliver between 2017 and 2022, clearly this
is completely unrealistic given the outline nature of the application and its current status.
Indeed, we note that the VALP Housing Land Supply Soundness document outlines that
the site will in fact deliver between 2021/22 to 2025/26. The inconsistency between the
two documents requires clarification.
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: Ms F. Mari [32050]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

REF: MMO006
VALP Methodology
I moved to Maids Moreton at the end of January 2017. I had been seeking peace and quiet and improved air quality, in
order to recuperate from a long illness. Partly because of this illness, 7 years elapsed before I was able to move, during
which time I consulted a great many planning documents, SHLAAs, minutes from meetings, etc. at all levels of
administration. So, while I am a newcomer to this area, I am more familiar than most with the labyrinthine nature of
strategic planning in the SE of England.
I have recently tried to consider as many documents as possible relating to the VALP but to have to read the equivalent
of a number of academic texts in less than six weeks is an impossibly tall order. In addition to the VALP itself, in its
assorted incarnations, the other significant document in this matter has been Buckingham Town Council's response to
the VALP. (As summarised in the document at (09/12/2017) https://www.buckingham-tc.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/171211-ExFC-Appendix-A-1.pdf ) I here endorse all the objections made in that document,
noting that these objections predominantly focus on a general unsoundness in the VALP.
In addition, I wish to express objections more specifically, under three headings: Community, Services and Facilities,
and Environment and well-being.
Community
Neighbouring places need some neighbourliness between neighbours in lived reality. Not only are the VALP housing
allocations for Buckingham and Maids Moreton distinctly UNneighbourly in their excessiveness (in relation to other,
similarly sized, communities), but these plans are already fostering divisions between both individual neighbours and
between communities. It is also unneighbourly to skew housing matters in favour of landowners and developers rather
than, more properly, in favour of local tax-paying residents. Therefore, I also strongly object to the VALP on the
grounds of unneighbourliness.
Related to this is the matter of planned affordable housing. It should be a matter of some urgency to receive
assurances from AVDC that developers will not use "viability assessments" to reduce agreed allocations. No resident
can truly benefit from such practices, and increased social divisions and inequalities are likely to appear in
consequence, as families fracture and connections are severed. Therefore, I also object to the VALP on the grounds of
inadequate safeguarding of adequate provision for affordable and social housing.
Services and facilities
Contrary to the statement at the VALP para 4.151, Maids Moreton is far from "moderately well served with services and
facilities". None of the three community buildings - church, hall and pub, can currently accommodate all the local
residents. We will all have to go into Buckingham to discuss any problems arising in Maids Moreton. There are no other
local services other than veterinarian. Every local resident must go to Buckingham, or further, to meet their every
domestic need. Local public services are already overstretched: a 60% increase in demand by Maids Moreton residents
for medical, social, and educational services will increase the strain, perhaps to breaking point. All Buckingham
residents will be affected. Local public transport is already inadequate, most particularly for residents of Maids Moreton.
A local bus every 2 hours is a token service at best. The most likely future scenario is a significant increase in personal
car use, on an already inadequate local road system. All Buckingham residents will be affected.
Local health services are also greatly stretched, one indicator being the current waiting time for urgent blood testing.
Again, inadequate health care provision will affect all Buckingham residents.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds of its inadequate plans for supportive infrastructures.
Environment and Well-being
Any development, whatever its size, will result in increased noise, air, and light pollutions, both during construction and
during subsequent occupation. I take little comfort from the VALP paragraphs 8.46 & 47 that residents should not be
"unreasonably" harmed, and would like to have explained exactly what level (and quality) of harm to residents is
considered "reasonable".
Noise and light pollutions infringe on personal privacy, increase stress, interfere with sleep, and therefore negatively
impact on both mental health and physical well being, and so seriously compromise an individual's, or indeed a
community's, quality of life. Again, the VALP offers no assurances: on the one hand much new road building is
mentioned through the document, and yet the writers also, at paras 9.38 and 39, for instance, mention a "less than
significant" impact on air quality, without satisfactorily demonstrating how this will be achieved, nor indeed defining
"significance" in this context.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds it is highly likely to prove physically and mentally injurious as
well as environmentally deleterious.
Concluding remarks.
In conclusion, I must note that the VALP is but one of many such documents across the SE, all hastily contrived, many
riddled with sophistry and obvious opportunism, and all constantly prone to constant abridgement, as with the South
East plan, or multiple revisions, as indeed has been this VALP. This seems to be true at every level of 'strategic'
planning, from the government's own piecemeal and toothless legislation, down to the (always unfinished) work of the
(unpaid and put upon) volunteers who constitute our parish councils. I have no confidence whatever that my needs, or
those of my neighbours, will ever be met by such a shambolic and byzantine system, so open to venality and so lacking

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2059 - 32050 - D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road - None
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

in real knowledge of and sympathy with real tax-payers.
Summary:

Any development will result in increased noise, air and light pollution, both during construction and subsequent
occupation. Takes little comfort from VALP paragraphs 8.46 and 47 that residents should not be 'unreasonably'
harmed and questions what level of harm is considered reasonable. Noise/light pollution negatively impact on mental
and physical well-being and so impact on quality of life. Strongly objects to VALP on the grounds that it is highly likely
to prove physically and mentally injurous as well as environmentally deleterious.
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D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive and west of
Foscote Road

Respondent: M.E Clements [31983]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

REF: Proposed 170 Houses in Maids Moreton
Dear Sir/Madam
I wish to make the following objections to this proposal.
1. Access to the site from the A413 via Walnut Drive would be unsuitable, and far worse at the Leckhamstead Road
Welmore Point.
2. This would be using good arable farmland.
3. Will further worsen existing traffic problems.
4. Will increase demand for medical/social and schools already overstretched.
5. Will remove parking for householders and businesses.
6. This would be far to large an increase in population, and would have a negative impact on the village socials and
enivormentals.
Faithfully
M.E.Clements

Summary:

I wish to make the following objections to this proposal.
1. Access to the site from the A413 via Walnut Drive would be unsuitable, and far worse at the Leckhamstead Road
Welmore Point.
2. This would be using good arable farmland.
3. Will further worsen existing traffic problems.
4. Will increase demand for medical/social and schools already overstretched.
5. Will remove parking for householders and businesses.
6. This would be far to large an increase in population, and would have a negative impact on the village socials and
enivormentals.
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4.159

Respondent: Mr Ian Metherell [30892]

Agent:

Full Text:

Marsh Gibbon no longer has a 'small village store.

Summary:

Marsh Gibbon no longer has a 'small village store.
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4.159

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to Marsh Gibbon's historic cores and conservation areas in paragraph 4.159 as part of the
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment
required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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D-MGB003 Leopold Farm and area to the west

Respondent: Mr Ian Metherell [30892]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It is not clear how the 47 houses required are reduced by 38 to end up with this allocation of 9. Nor does it take into
account the Neighbourhood Plan requirement for 80 new homes over its plan period.

Summary:

It is not clear how the 47 houses required are reduced by 38 to end up with this allocation of 9. Nor does it take into
account the Neighbourhood Plan requirement for 80 new homes over its plan period.
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D-MGB003 Leopold Farm and area to the west

Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
However an additional site should be included as an allocation south of Little
Marsh Road.
The site is the subject of a current outline application (17/01723/AOP) for up to 9
dwellings.
The site is technically sound and the only objection is from AVDC's Landscape
Architect. We have submitted a full LVIA as part of the application which
demonstrates that the development will cause no significant harm to the
landscape.

Summary:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
However an additional site should be included as an allocation south of Little
Marsh Road.
The site is the subject of a current outline application (17/01723/AOP) for up to 9
dwellings.
The site is technically sound and the only objection is from AVDC's Landscape
Architect. We have submitted a full LVIA as part of the application which
demonstrates that the development will cause no significant harm to the
landscape.

Change to Plan

An additional allocation should be made at Little Marsh Road in line with application reference
17/01723/AOP
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D-MGB003 Leopold Farm and area to the west

Respondent: Land and Partners Limited (Mr Jonathan Harbottle)
[32407]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
The site is the subject of a current outline application (16/03380/AOP) for up to 9
dwellings.

Summary:

The allocation of land at Leopold Farm and area to the west for residential
development is supported.
The site is the subject of a current outline application (16/03380/AOP) for up to 9
dwellings.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Harbottle, Jonathan 32407 VALP response form Marsh Gibbon (c) - Email.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1493 - 29264 - D-MGB003 Leopold Farm and area to the west - None

1493

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-MGB003 Leopold Farm and area to the west

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

No concerns on water supply , wastewater and foul sewerage infrastructure with this individual development site.
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4.161

Respondent: Mr Michael Chapman [31216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

factual inaccuracy. Newton Longville has only one public house - The Crooked Billet. The Red Lion opposite St Faith's
Church has not been a public house for several years. An attempt was made to use it as a restuarant but that failed
and the building has been empty for at least 5 years (and is currently in a state of disrepair including broken windows,
despite being in a Conservation Area).

Summary:

factual inaccuracy. Newton Longville has only one public house - The Crooked Billet. The Red Lion opposite St Faith's
Church has not been a public house for several years. An attempt was made to use it as a restuarant but that failed
and the building has been empty for at least 5 years (and is currently in a state of disrepair including broken windows,
despite being in a Conservation Area).

Change to Plan

Correct the entry to state that only one public house is in the village.
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Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

In light of recent housing delivery performance within Newton Longville, where only 44% of the site allocations identified
to come forwards within the 5 years have planning permission. The VALP in terms of housing delivery within this
medium village is not considered as effective. In accordance with Policy S9 of the VALP, the Council should therefore
consider proposals for alternative sites favourably, such as Land between Manor Farm and railway line to
accommodate residential development of up to 300 dwellings.

Change to Plan

consider this site
Land between Manor Farm and railway line as having the potential to accommodate residential development of up to
300
dwellings.
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D-NLV005 Land south of Whaddon Road and west of
Lower Road, Newton Longville

Respondent: Corbally Group [32114]

Agent:

Lone Star Land (Mr Reuben Bellamy) [32075]

Full Text:

An ecological assessment undertaken in 2015 found that the site contained species rich grassland that is very
uncommon in Aylesbury Vale. An archaeological assessment undertaken in 2014 found the the allocated site
contained medieval ridge and furrow. Therefore the allocated site is of ecological value and contains a non-designated
heritage asset. It is not the most sustainable site, when all three dimensions of sustainable development are
considered. The allocation of the site is not consistent with national policy designed to enhance bio-diversity and will
destroy a heritage asset. Alternative sites are available.

Summary:

An ecological assessment undertaken in 2015 found that the site contained species rich grassland that is very
uncommon in Aylesbury Vale. An archaeological assessment undertaken in 2014 found the the allocated site
contained medieval ridge and furrow. Therefore the allocated site is of ecological value and contains a non-designated
heritage asset. It is not the most sustainable site, when all three dimensions of sustainable development are
considered. The allocation of the site is not consistent with national policy designed to enhance bio-diversity and will
destroy a heritage asset. Alternative sites are available.

Change to Plan

Part of the site at Drayton Road (NLV018) should be allocated for 17 dwellings.
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O - 1065 - 29121 - D-NLV005 Land south of Whaddon Road and west of Lower Road, Newton Longville - ii

1065

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV005 Land south of Whaddon Road and west of
Lower Road, Newton Longville

Respondent: Mr Tim Welch [29121]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy D-NLV005.
I regard this allocation as unsound for environmental reasons. This land was
identified as having ecological value (see the ecological impact assessment
under planning application 15/00195/APP) but was subsequently ploughed. I
cannot find the reason why this land was ploughed within the public domain. The
land should not undergo development and should be given time to recover.
If development were to take place here, a much more suitable compromise may be
to mirror the existing development on the north side of Whaddon Road and not
extend past the western edge of the existing building line just east of the entrance
to Hammond Park. This would probably reduce the number of dwellings but
should make it possible to preserve an amount of the ploughed land. This should
also enable restoration of much of the floral species that were compromised at
the times the land was ploughed - when it clearly shouldn't have been.
Policy D-NLV001.
I consider this allocation to be unsound as the bulk of district housing need is the
south of Aylesbury. Therefore an allocation of this size at the furthest point in the
district does not make sense.
Also Milton Keynes Council objects to planning application 15/00314/AOP for a
number of sound reasons including the pressure the development would bring on
infrastructure in the area.
I ask that consideration be given to reallocating this site nearer to the districts'
major points of housing need.

Summary:

allocation as unsound for environmental reasons. This land was
identified as having ecological value (see the ecological impact assessment under planning application 15/00195/APP)
but was subsequently ploughed. I cannot find the reason why this land was ploughed within the public domain. The land
should not undergo development and should be given time to recover.
If development were to take place here, a much more suitable compromise may be to mirror the existing development
on the north side of Whaddon Road and not extend past the western edge of the existing building line
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Welch Tim 29121 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217 2 redacted.pdf
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2648 - 32236 - D-NLV005 Land south of Whaddon Road and west of Lower Road, Newton Longville - iv

2648

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D-NLV005 Land south of Whaddon Road and west of
Lower Road, Newton Longville

Respondent: O&H Properties Ltd. [32236]

Agent:

Full Text:

David Lock Associates (Heather Pugh) [29341]

O&H does not agree with the single sole allocation for the village of Newton Longville identified in the Proposed
Submission Plan (site reference NLV005). It is noted that a larger site covering NLV005 was included within Draft
VALP (Summer 2016) Plan as an allocation but no reason is given for the change or reduction in quantum.
O&H considers that sequentially, this site does not represent the most appropriate growth location for Newton Longville
and would be an illogical and piecemeal extension to the village envelope (the proposed allocation boundary as
identified is poorly related to the existing western extent of the village). Furthermore, unlike other identified sites
previously submitted and considered by both the Council and Parish Council (and indeed, allocated in the previous
version of the Local Plan), such an allocation would fail to deliver the necessary identified infrastructure improvements
for the village of Newton Longville which could have been realised as part of a larger, more considered allocation.
As previously submitted, O&H controls land previously identified as being suitable for development (site NLV008; parts
of which were variously allocated in the Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan Site Assessment and the Draft VALP)
and confirms that this site remains available for development, has no deliverability constraints and would deliver
already-identified and much-needed infrastructure in line with the Housing White Paper.
O&H therefore considers that based on other objectives of the plan and the Housing White Paper, the allocation of Site
D-NLV005 is unsound.

Summary:

O&H does not agree with the single sole allocation for the village of Newton Longville identified in the Proposed
Submission Plan (site reference NLV005). This site does not represent the most appropriate growth location for Newton
Longville and would fail to deliver the necessary identified infrastructure improvements for the village of Newton
Longville which could have been realised as part of a larger, more considered allocation. NLV008 remains available for
development, has no deliverability constraints and would deliver already-identified and much-needed infrastructure in
line with the Housing White Paper. The allocation of Site D-NLV005 is unsound.
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VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2132 - 29487 - 4.163 - None

2132

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.163

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to Quainton's historic buildings in paragraph 4.163 as part of the positive strategy for the
conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs
126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1494 - 29264 - D-QUA001 Land south west of 62 Station Road, Quainton - None

1494

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-QUA001 Land south west of 62 Station Road,
Quainton

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

No concerns on water supply , wastewater and foul sewerage infrastructure with this individual development site.
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VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1500 - 29264 - D-QUA0014 -016 Land adjacent to Station Road, Quainton - None

1500

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

D-QUA0014 -016 Land adjacent to Station Road,
Quainton

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

No concerns on water supply , wastewater and foul sewerage infrastructure with this individual development site.
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VALP Proposed Submission
S - 269 - 29940 - 4.164 - None

269

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.164

Respondent: Buckingham Canal Society (Mr Terry Cavender)
[29940]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is in line with expectations of the small village community and we support this policy

Summary:

This is in line with expectations of the small village community and we support this policy
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VALP Proposed Submission
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270

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.165

Respondent: Buckingham Canal Society (Mr Terry Cavender)
[29940]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This should also take account of Parish Council support or objections to development where no neighborhood plan
exists

Summary:

This should also take account of Parish Council support or objections to development where no neighborhood plan
exists

Change to Plan

This should also take account of Parish Council support or objections to development where no neighborhood plan
exists
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710

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.165

Respondent: Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust [32095]

Agent:

Castle Planning (Mrs Julia Riddle) [32094]

Full Text:

The Consultation Draft Plan, goes on to set out further detail in relation to the development in smaller villages at
paragraph 4.165. Westcott village is identified as one of the smaller villages and is therefore relevant to the owners of
Westcott Venture Park, who own land on the edge of this village and with whom, the physical and practical relationship
is important for the future success and function of the Westcott Venture Park. The Plan identifies that, where
development is sought in villages, this should be promoted through Neighbourhood Plans. This approach is supported,
and it is considered that where Neighbourhood Plans identify land for development the nature of development needed
to benefit and serve that village and include it in the Neighbourhood Plan, this should form the context for the future
development of that village, alongside the Local Plan.
The owners of Westcott Venture Park have a regular dialogue with the Westcott Parish Council and discussions have
been ongoing about the Parish Council's aspirations for the village and the way in which these might partially be
realised by working with the owners of Westcott Venture Park, by using their land in the creation of new community
and/or joint facilities. The Parish Council are in the process of progressing these discussions and the refinement of their
local community needs, which it is anticipated will lead to further discussions with the owners of Westcott Venture Park.
These discussions are currently at an early stage, but this approach to the future development of the village which may
be in the context of a Neighbourhood Plan, or other joint approach with support from the Parish Council and which
would reflect the approach of the proposed policy. In this context, there may be circumstances where a Neighbourhood
Plan was not possible, but where development can be shown to have the active support of the neighbourhood and/or
Parish Council, policy should allow for it to be considered in a similar context. The policy is supported, particularly if it is
broadened as suggested.

Summary:

Generally support the approach in relation to small villages, but encourage policy to recognise the potential for
development in these villages, not only in the context of a Neighbourhood Plan, but where one is not in place or likely to
be delivered, to also support development where this is supported by the neighbourhood and/ or Parish Council.

Change to Plan

Amend policy and/or supporting text to the effect that not only where development is supported through Neighbourhood
Plans, but also where it is demonstrably supported by the neighbourhood or Parish Council, where a Neighbourhood
Plan is unlikely to be forthcoming.
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1674

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

4.165

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

D2 should read D3.
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Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.166

Respondent: Drayton Parslow Parish Council (Parish Clerk)
[31597]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The term 'windfall' is open to interpretation in relation to delivering sites at smaller villages and could lead to larger
developments being added in an ad hoc manner.

Summary:

The term 'windfall' is open to interpretation in relation to delivering sites at smaller villages and could lead to larger
developments being added in an ad hoc manner.
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Support
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D3 Housing development at smaller villages

Respondent: Ms Patience Skillings [30614]

Agent:

Full Text:

This will help to keep the Vale green.

Summary:

This will help to keep the Vale green.

Change to Plan

N/A
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640

Support
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D3 Housing development at smaller villages

Respondent: Drayton Parslow Parish Council (Parish Clerk)
[31597]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The number of houses for Small villages has disappeared i.e. we are no longer "Obliged to build " or "Restricted To" a
number of houses - we are now governed by principals laid out in D3. This is OK as long as the principals are strictly
adhered to; for instance - the point about New builds of Net 5 Homes only - and that once a Neighbourhood plan is in
place it is given due weight.

Summary:

The number of houses for Small villages has disappeared i.e. we are no longer "Obliged to build " or "Restricted To" a
number of houses - we are now governed by principals laid out in D3. This is OK as long as the principals are strictly
adhered to; for instance - the point about New builds of Net 5 Homes only - and that once a Neighbourhood plan is in
place it is given due weight.
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D3 Housing development at smaller villages

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Paul Dobson) [32085]

Agent:

THE W.R. DAVIDGE PLANNING PRACTICE (Mr
Raymond Kilsby) [32087]

Full Text:

These representations relate to the provisions of this Plan as they concern the village of Adstock.
Although we concur with the classification of it as a "Smaller village", and that it cannot rate highly in any sustainability
assessment, at the same time the village is closely and conveniently related both to immediate centres (i.e.
Buckingham and Winslow), as well as to Milton Keynes, Leighton Buzzard and Aylesbury.
In addition the Local Plan seeks to accommodate some 35% of its housing growth in the rural areas, against the
background of an acknowledged national shortage of housing land supply.
Consequently we consider the terms of Policy D3 to be unduly prescriptive, potentially negative in impact, and not fully
recognising the scope for appropriate additional limited development (our underlining for emphasis) which
unquestionably exists in a village such as this.

Summary:

The terms of Policy D3 to be unduly prescriptive, potentially negative in impact, and not fully recognising the scope for
appropriate additional limited development which unquestionably exists in a village such as Adstock.
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4. Strategic Delivery

D3 Housing development at smaller villages

Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB supports this policy as it would appear to rule out the prospect of large scale speculative development,
particularly in ecologically sensitive locations such as at Calvert. The RSPB has previously expressed its opposition to
further development in this location following a site visit accompanied by the Council's ecologist earlier in 2017.

Summary:

The RSPB supports this policy as it would appear to rule out the prospect of large scale speculative development,
particularly in ecologically sensitive locations such as at Calvert. The RSPB has previously expressed its opposition to
further development in this location following a site visit accompanied by the Council's ecologist earlier in 2017.
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Support
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D3 Housing development at smaller villages

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

Agent:

Full Text:

Policy D3 Whaddon PC Supports

Summary:

Policy D3 Whaddon PC Supports
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D3 Housing development at smaller villages

Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We support the constraint on housing development to the existing built up areas of smaller villages like Bishopstone
and Ford, unless they make allocations in future neighbourhood plans.

Summary:

We support the constraint on housing development to the existing built up areas of smaller villages like Bishopstone
and Ford, unless they make allocations in future neighbourhood plans.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 935 - 29795 - D3 Housing development at smaller villages - None
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D3 Housing development at smaller villages

Respondent: Barker Parry Town Planning Limited (Mr Steven
Barker) [29795]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BARKER PARRY TOWN PLANNING ON BEHALF OF VARIOUS LANDOWNING CLIENTS
Policy guidance in the NPPF directed at the plan making and decision taking functions of planning recognises the
contribution of development in rural areas to the vitality, viability and sustainability of individual settlements and those
nearby.
The revisions made to the proposed smaller villages policy since earlier iterations of VALP are generally welcomed and
supported. The qualification relates to the fact that in eschewing the proportionate growth previously proposed it is now
somewhat a "one size fits all policy".
The inclusion of the flexibility within clause c. is important and should be retained. As was clear from the evidence
base underpinning the 2016 iteration of this policy "smaller villages" embraces a variety of settlements throughout the
district some of which are also closer to higher order settlements than others. They also differ in size from circa 80
dwellings to over 400 and this is important in judging what level of small scale growth is appropriate. It must be a
relative concept as was recognised in previous drafts of this policy.
Another factor which must also be factored into any assessment of what level of growth is acceptable and appropriate
is the emerging Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge Growth Corridor. This embraces most of the district, but the
proposed reinstatement of the railway line via Winslow and the presence of Silverstone Racing Circuit, and the growth
potential recognised and associated with them, is relevant to any consideration of housing proposals particularly in the
northern half of the district.
As now drafted D3 largely reflects such considerations and it is supported.

Summary:

The Policy is welcomed and supported with the qualification that it retains its flexibility.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The footnote is liable to misinterpretation because of the use of 'excludes' and then 'includes' to explain what is
excluded.

Summary:

The footnote is liable to misinterpretation because of the use of 'excludes' and then 'includes' to explain what is
excluded.

Change to Plan

The footnote is liable to misinterpretation because of the use of 'excludes' and then 'includes' to explain what is
excluded, suggested change as follows:
"*the existing developed footprint is defined as the continuous built form of the village, and excludes individual buildings
and groups of dispersed buildings. This means excluding former agricultural barns that have been converted,
agricultural buildings and associated land on the edge of the village and gardens, paddocks and other undeveloped
land within the curtilage of
buildings on the edge of the settlement where the land relates more to the surrounding countryside than to the built up
area of the village."

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy D3
Policy should be clarified to take into account the Rural Exceptions Policy (H2)

Summary:

Policy D3 should be clarified to take into account the Rural Exceptions Policy (H2).

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1138_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Malvern Homes Limited [32330]

Agent:

RCA Regeneration Ltd (Mr Gareth Sibley) [32238]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENTS

Summary:

Needs rewording, at present precludes smaller settlements from further development where there is no neighborhood
plan made with allocations. the villages will therefore be unable to grow in a sustainable manner. this is severe
restriction on rural development, that wont be able to support their own vitality without further growth.

Change to Plan

Where there is no made Neighbourhood Plan in place, new housing development at smaller villages will be supported
where it contributes to the sustainability of that village and is in general accordance with applicable policies in the Local
Plan, provided that the proposed development fulfils all of the following criteria:
a. Is located within or immediately adjacent to the developed footprint of the village* or is enclosed by existing built
form and would result in infill development.
b. Would not lead to coalescence with any neighbouring settlement.
c. Is of a small scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form of the settlement and would not
adversely affect its character and appearance.
d. Respects and retains natural boundaries and features such as trees, hedgerows, embankments and drainage
ditches.
e. Would not have any significant adverse impact on environmental assets such as landscape, historic environment,
biodiversity, waterways, open space and green infrastructure, and
f. Can be served by existing infrastructure.
*The existing developed footprint is defined in as the continuous built form of the village for the villages as identified on
the proposals map and excludes individual buildings and dispersed buildings and agricultural barns that have been
converted.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form D3.pdf
Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form NE2.pdf
Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form H1.pdf
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Respondent: High Barrow Holdings (Mr. Ikram Haq) [32253]

Agent:

Ingleton Wood LLP (Rebecca Howard) [32408]

Full Text:

Refer to attached response.

Summary:

Policy D3 places a general restriction on developments in excess of five units within smaller villages. This blanket
restriction fails to consider all realistic and reasonable alternatives for development within such locations.This is not
predicated upon fact and fails to consider the implications of larger sites that that could improve on the sustainability of
an area, through provision of additional infrastructure, retail and community facilities. D3 states that new development
at smaller villages will be supported where it can be served by existing infrastructure. This strategy prevents sites which
may seek to contribute to existing settlements from coming forward.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Haq, Ikram 32253, High Barrow Holdings Guidance note and response form - Email and Postal.pdf
Haq, Ikram 32253, High Barrow Holdings.pdf
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Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Attachments:
Millard, Ruth 30449, Weedon Parish Council.pdf
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Respondent: Mrs Claire Woodward [28685]

Agent:

Full Text:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (VALP) PROPOSED SUBMISSION CONSULTATION, NOVEMBER 2017
WYG are instructed by Ms Woodward and Mr Connolly in respect of their land interests adjacent to Raven Crescent
and Linnet Drive at Westcott in Aylesbury Vale. Our client's site is identified on the accompanying Site Location Plan.
This 0.78ha site is adjacent to the southern village boundary where a modest residential development would assist in
"rounding off" the existing settlement.
Our Client's land has previously been promoted for residential development to the Aylesbury Vale Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (Site Reference WSC004) and the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
consultation in May 2017. The Local Plan as drafted does not propose to allocate our client's land for future
development.
The purpose of these representations is to provide commentary on the current consultation documentation, particularly
in terms of the soundness of the development strategy of Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, having
regard to Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Representations
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, justified and is
not consistent with national policy.
These representations seek to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need is identified and met by the new
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, particularly in light of the work of the National Infrastructure Commission on the
Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor and the proposed East-West Rail link which will run through the District.
Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet needs
from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to 27,400, which
includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A reduction in the
housing requirements is not considered to be sound in the context of the current national housing crisis and the
Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September
2017) shows a significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per
annum to 1,499 dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 dwellings more over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure the
Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply. This
amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual settlements.
Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.
Policy D3 (Housing Development at Smaller Villages)
Our Client supports aspects of Policy D3 with regards to allowing for new housing development at Smaller Villages.
However, the Policy is not sound as a whole, as parts are not consistent with national policy.
The previously drafted Policy D7 covered housing development within the smaller villages, and proposed a percentage
approach to apportioning development to settlements. Our Client expressed concerns that the Policy did not properly
reflect the Government's objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, and therefore supports the removal of
the percentage apportionment approach.
Policy D3 states that new housing development at Smaller Villages will be supported where it contributes towards the
sustainability of that village and accords with all applicable polices in the Local Plan, subject to certain criteria being
met. This includes a requirement that development be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of
the village; would not result in coalescence; is of a small scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form
of the settlement.
The newly drafted wording of Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings or fewer within the definition of small

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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scale development at criteria c. It is considered that the policy should be amended to allow more
flexibility to recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites
to accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3.
Our Client's land has capacity for development of up to 10 dwellings, whilst remaining consistent with the principles for
new development set out in the Policy. The site is present in an urban setting and a detailed analysis of the landscape
impact demonstrates that development can be accommodated on the site and would in effect better "round off" this
part of the village.
In the case of Westcott, the Council's Draft Settlement Hierarchy acknowledges that settlement, along with the village
of Worminghall, "have exceptionally high levels of employment compared to other small villages". The Westcott
Venture Park is located some 0.7km from our Client's site, and comprises a 263ha employment site with over 70
individual business and 400 staff employed. The Local Plan proposes to retain this area as protected employment
land - indeed it has been included within one of the three Enterprise Zones proposed in Aylesbury District. This
indicates a strong commitment to its retention and development at this location as a key source of employment in the
District.
The key planning principles towards sustainable development, as set out in Paragraph 17 of the NPPF, include the
need to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling. Paragraph
37 of the Framework is also clear that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area, so that
people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for, amongst other things, employment.
Our Client considers that Policy D3 should contain more flexibility in respect of levels of "small scale development"
which should be permitted in Smaller Villages. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the
suitability and sustainability of the village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the
Westcott Venture Park employment site in very close proximity. They suggest that Policy D3 should be amended
accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing development here. Providing additional housing
development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a sustainable pattern of development by reducing the
need to travel.
Yours faithfully
Keith Fenwick
Director
For and on behalf of WYG
Summary:

Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings t at criteria c. The policy should be amended to allow more flexibility to
recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites to
accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the suitability and sustainability of the
village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the Westcott Venture Park employment
site in very close proximity.

Change to Plan

It is suggested that Policy D3 should be amended accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing
development here. Providing additional housing development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a
sustainable pattern of development by reducing the need to travel.
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Attachments:
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 171212 Response-form-S3.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy D3.pdf
2500_Redacted.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy S2.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1838 - 29947 - D3 Housing development at smaller villages - i, ii, iii, iv

1838

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D3 Housing development at smaller villages

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

D3 seeks to constrain development at these locations to a small scale indicated as five dwellings or fewer, and on
sites within the existing development footprint of the village. This scale of development will not benefit the village in
terms of delivering important social benefits such as affordable housing, nor supporting the viability of local services
and facilities. There is no reason to suggest that affordable housing is not required at small villages. As has previously
been stated, growth within the district needs to be more evenly distributed with less emphasis on Aylesbury

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Attachments:
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
1842a_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

Whilst we do not have any specific comments on Policy D3, I would like to reiterate that Calvert Green
should not be identified as a smaller village under Policy S3 and we consider that proposed development
of my client's site has the potential to deliver the short-medium term growth required throughout the lifetime
of the VALP to support the delivery the Calvert Infrastructure Maintenance Depot for HS2 and could form
part of a wider consideration to deliver in the long-term a major new town or settlement.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criterion e of Policy D3 as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear
strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: Mr Connolly [32140]

Agent:

Full Text:

WYG (Mr Keith Fenwick) [32139]

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (VALP) PROPOSED SUBMISSION CONSULTATION, NOVEMBER 2017
WYG are instructed by Ms Woodward and Mr Connolly in respect of their land interests adjacent to Raven Crescent
and Linnet Drive at Westcott in Aylesbury Vale. Our client's site is identified on the accompanying Site Location Plan.
This 0.78ha site is adjacent to the southern village boundary where a modest residential development would assist in
"rounding off" the existing settlement.
Our Client's land has previously been promoted for residential development to the Aylesbury Vale Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (Site Reference WSC004) and the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
consultation in May 2017. The Local Plan as drafted does not propose to allocate our client's land for future
development.
The purpose of these representations is to provide commentary on the current consultation documentation, particularly
in terms of the soundness of the development strategy of Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, having
regard to Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Representations
Policy S2 (Spatial Strategy for Growth)
We consider that Policy S2 is not sound on the grounds that the Policy has not been positively prepared, justified and is
not consistent with national policy.
These representations seek to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need is identified and met by the new
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, particularly in light of the work of the National Infrastructure Commission on the
Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor and the proposed East-West Rail link which will run through the District.
Policy S2 made provision for the delivery of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, subject to a decision on unmet needs
from neighbouring authorities. The Proposed Submission Plan Policy S2 has reduced this requirement to 27,400, which
includes 8,000 to accommodate unmet need from Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe Districts. A reduction in the
housing requirements is not considered to be sound in the context of the current national housing crisis and the
Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply.
This approach fails to have regard to the DCLG's proposed new methodology, which if adopted would likely result in a
further increase in the numbers of dwellings required per annum in Aylesbury Vale. The indicative figures published as
part of the Government's 'Planning for the Rights Homes in the Right Places' consultation (September
2017) shows a significant increase on the currently identified level of need in Aylesbury Vale from 970 dwellings per
annum to 1,499 dwellings per annum. This would equate to a total of 10,580 dwellings more over the plan period.
The Proposed Submission Plan has failed to adequately consider the role of Aylesbury Vale District in the development
of the East-West Rail link, and its position within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, particularly with its
proximity to the growth hub of Milton Keynes. The National Infrastructure Commissions Interim Report published in
November 2017 emphasised that the success of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has fuelled
exceptionally strong demand for housing across the corridor and in its key cities, which has not been matched by
supply. Lack of housing supply is leading to high house prices and low levels of affordability, for both home ownership
and private rental. Aylesbury Vale is ideally positioned to accommodate additional growth within the Corridor.
It is clear that the undersupply of housing in the corridor is putting the future economic development of the area at
significant risk. It would appear that there is currently some serious disparity between aspirations for the Corridor
emphasized by the National Infrastructure Commission and the East-West Rail Consortium, and the development
strategy adopted for future delivery within Aylesbury Vale District.
The Policy should also be amended so that the housing figure is expressed as a minimum. This would ensure the
Policy and Local Plan also better reflects the Framework's requirement to significantly boost housing supply. This
amendment should be incorporated into other policies that establish housing limits for individual settlements.
Policy S3 (Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development)
Our Client supports Policy S3, insofar as it allows for future development at the village of Westcott.
Policy S3 identifies Westcott as a 'Smaller Village' and as a suitable location for "small scale development". Our Client
is in favour of future development at Westcott as a means of meeting the development needs of Aylesbury District and
supporting the sustainability of the settlement.
The Policy further states that, in considering new buildings in the countryside the Council will have regard to
maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to coalescence
between settlements. Our Client agrees that new development should be directed to edge of settlement locations
where new buildings can be assimilated into an existing settlement structure, maintaining the character of the
countryside and avoiding coalescence between existing settlements.
Policy D3 (Housing Development at Smaller Villages)
Our Client supports aspects of Policy D3 with regards to allowing for new housing development at Smaller Villages.
However, the Policy is not sound as a whole, as parts are not consistent with national policy.
The previously drafted Policy D7 covered housing development within the smaller villages, and proposed a percentage
approach to apportioning development to settlements. Our Client expressed concerns that the Policy did not properly
reflect the Government's objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, and therefore supports the removal of
the percentage apportionment approach.
Policy D3 states that new housing development at Smaller Villages will be supported where it contributes towards the
sustainability of that village and accords with all applicable polices in the Local Plan, subject to certain criteria being
met. This includes a requirement that development be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of
the village; would not result in coalescence; is of a small scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form
of the settlement.
The newly drafted wording of Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings or fewer within the definition of small
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scale development at criteria c. It is considered that the policy should be amended to allow more
flexibility to recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites
to accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3.
Our Client's land has capacity for development of up to 10 dwellings, whilst remaining consistent with the principles for
new development set out in the Policy. The site is present in an urban setting and a detailed analysis of the landscape
impact demonstrates that development can be accommodated on the site and would in effect better "round off" this
part of the village.
In the case of Westcott, the Council's Draft Settlement Hierarchy acknowledges that settlement, along with the village
of Worminghall, "have exceptionally high levels of employment compared to other small villages". The Westcott
Venture Park is located some 0.7km from our Client's site, and comprises a 263ha employment site with over 70
individual business and 400 staff employed. The Local Plan proposes to retain this area as protected employment
land - indeed it has been included within one of the three Enterprise Zones proposed in Aylesbury District. This
indicates a strong commitment to its retention and development at this location as a key source of employment in the
District.
The key planning principles towards sustainable development, as set out in Paragraph 17 of the NPPF, include the
need to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling. Paragraph
37 of the Framework is also clear that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area, so that
people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for, amongst other things, employment.
Our Client considers that Policy D3 should contain more flexibility in respect of levels of "small scale development"
which should be permitted in Smaller Villages. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the
suitability and sustainability of the village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the
Westcott Venture Park employment site in very close proximity. They suggest that Policy D3 should be amended
accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing development here. Providing additional housing
development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a sustainable pattern of development by reducing the
need to travel.
Yours faithfully
Keith Fenwick
Director
For and on behalf of WYG
Summary:

Policy D3 imposes a threshold of five dwellings t at criteria c. The policy should be amended to allow more flexibility to
recognise the unique characteristics, sustainability and capacity of individual villages and development sites to
accommodate developments of more than 5 dwellings but also remain in accordance with the other criteria within
Policy D3. Restricting this to 5 dwellings or less does not allow consideration of the suitability and sustainability of the
village of Westcott to accommodate additional housing development given that the Westcott Venture Park employment
site in very close proximity.

Change to Plan

It is suggested that Policy D3 should be amended accordingly to allow an increase in the proportion of housing
development here. Providing additional housing development close to a major employment site will help to deliver a
sustainable pattern of development by reducing the need to travel.
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Attachments:
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 171212 Response-form-S3.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy S2.pdf
Woodward, 28685, Connolly, 32140 Response-form-Policy D3.pdf
2500_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

Development may be promoted through a Neighbourhood Plan but this requires significant social interaction and cooperation. Imposing a restriction on growth could isolate settlements which struggle to create a sense of community or
to co-ordinate the production of a Neighbourhood Plan; these may be settlements which currently lack facilities and
services and would benefit stand to benefit most from increased development in order to provide, enhance and sustain
facilities. The likelihood of such plans being developed in these communities is questioned.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.

Officer note: see attachment for full representation
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Attachments:
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
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Respondent: Shanly Homes Limited (Mr David Howells) [32161]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations made in respect to the Local Plan submission in accordance with Regulation 19.
In respect to land at:
Land Off William Hill Drive Bierton
Land To The Rear Of Morton King Close Crendon Road Shabbington
Land Rear Of 197 - 207 Aylesbury Road, Wendover, HP22 6AA

Summary:
Shanly Homes objects to the wording of policy D3 on the grounds that it is restrictive in its consideration of future
development of the smaller villages.
By limiting future development to small scale development of not more than 5 dwellings, it is not allowing for efficient
use of land that is available and complies with all of the other criteria of the policy.
Moreover, the policy also puts unnecessary pressure on Neighbourhood Plans to be produced, and unless an area has
sufficient resources to do this, then one may not ever be produced.
Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Howells David 32161 Appendix 1 - Land Off William Hill Drive Committee Report.pdf
Howells David 32161 Representation Land at Morton King Close.pdf
Howells David 32161 Representation Land Off William Hill Drive Bierton.pdf
Howells David 32161 Appendix 1 - Morton King Close Committee Report.pdf
Howells David 32161 Representation Land rear of 197 - 207 Aylesbury Road.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 271 - 29940 - 4.167 - None

271

Support

4. Strategic Delivery

4.167

Respondent: Buckingham Canal Society (Mr Terry Cavender)
[29940]

Agent:

Full Text:

agree with this

Summary:

agree with this

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Ms Patience Skillings [30614]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I hope care will be taken not to squeeze houses into hamlets, so that the effect is of high density, when the essential
character of the settlement is of space between dwellings.

Summary:

I hope care will be taken not to squeeze houses into hamlets, so that the effect is of high density, when the essential
character of the settlement is of space between dwellings.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Mr Terry Benwell [30693]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The proposal under this policy is too prescriptive and would not necessarily accord with Made Neighbourhood Plans for
Other Settlements. The Policy in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan states ' for infilling of small gaps in developed
frontages with one or two homes in keeping with the scale and spacing of nearby homes'. This policy therefore if
adopted could be in conflict and contradict the policies in Neighbourhood Plans for Other Settlements.

Summary:

The proposal under this policy is too prescriptive and would not necessarily accord with Made Neighbourhood Plans for
Other Settlements. The Policy in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan states ' for infilling of small gaps in developed
frontages with one or two homes in keeping with the scale and spacing of nearby homes'. This policy therefore if
adopted could be in conflict and contradict the policies in Neighbourhood Plans for Other Settlements.

Change to Plan

It is recommended therefore that the wording in the final Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan should clearly state that new
housing development in Other Settlements should be in accordance with and agree with the Policies set out in each
Made Neighbourhood Plan.
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Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We support the constraint on housing development in the countryside beyond settlements in the hierarchy.

Summary:

We support the constraint on housing development in the countryside beyond settlements in the hierarchy.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy should be clarifies to take into account neighborhood plans and the Rural Exceptions Policy (H2)

Summary:

Policy should be clarifies to take into account neighborhood plans and the Rural Exceptions Policy (H2)

Change to Plan

Reword opening sentence and sub-paragraph a) of Policy D4 as follows:"In other settlements where there is no made neighborhood plan in place permission for the construction of new homes
will be granted only:
a) in accordance with Policy H2 or "
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Respondent: Trustees of FJ Wallis [32301]

Agent:

Kirkby Diamond (on behalf of Trustees of FJ Wallis)
(Chris Green) [29566]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations on behalf of the Trustees of FJ Wallis.

Summary:

the combined effect of Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth' and Policy D4 'Housing at Other
Settlements' is to treat Stoke Hammond (and other such settlements) as 'open countryside'. It places an
unnecessarily restrictive approach on new development: not only must there be exceptional circumstances
where allocated sites are not coming forward at a sufficient rate; but even in such circumstances, proposals
may only be for either affordable housing, or small infilling.

Change to Plan

See attachments
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Green, Chris 29566 (TFJN) 2017 12 14 Completed Response Form and Enclosures_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

D3 Housing development at smaller
villages, provides protection for
biodiversity, waterways and GI.
This protection should extent to
other settlements

Change to Plan

Add additional dot points to the
policy (as for D3);
d. respects and retains natural
boundaries and features such as
trees, hedgerows, embankments
and drainage ditches
e. would not have any significant
adverse impact on environmental
assets such as landscape,
historic environment, biodiversity,
waterways, open space and
green infrastructure.
OR
Reference policies NE1-9 in D4
and D3.
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Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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Respondent: Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited [32283]

Agent:

Full Text:

GL Hearn (Mr David Maxwell) [29613]

On behalf of our client, Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited, please see attached representations duly made towards the
Reg. 19 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
Full text where it has been summarised:
Para 1.14
Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of the policy approach of new employment need being met by new allocations to
meet forecast need. However, it is apparent that Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs.
The Council is failing to provied an effective planning policy framework by retaining areas of previous employment land
at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate which are no longer suitable, viable or deliverable for
employment purposes. The Gatehouse Industrial Estate has already been subject to incremental and
piecemeal redevelopment for alternative land uses, notably for residential at Brook Mews, and residential
being brought forward at Alton House. The character and form of development at the Gatehouse Industrial
Estate has already chaged such that land between Alton House and Brook Mews should be released for
residential and mixed use development.
The Council's approach in retaining the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate as a key employment site
is inconsistent with the NPPF paragraph 22 which seeks to prevent the long term retention of employment land where
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for that purpose. In these circumstances Planning Auithorities
should review the potential for allocation the land for alternative land uses, including for residential.
The Council's evidence base relating to the Gatehouse Industrial Estate is out-of-date and should be reviewed to take
account of existing and permitted residential development locally.
Para 3.78-3.80
Paragraph 3.80 of the VALP emphasises the considerable difficulty of potential large scale allocations being
brought forward speedily to meet immediate and short term (5 year) housing land supply requirements. Whilst
large scale urban extensions or a new settlement would prove a strong solution to medium and longer term
housing delivery, it is clear that a step change is required to increase the short term supply and delivery.
Aviva remain concerned that existing employment sites, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at
Gatehouse Close, Aylesbury, have not been adequately assessed to consider the potential for existing
employment land to be releasd in the shorter term to realise and deliver much needed new housing.
Specifically, further consideration must be given to the current and future difficulties associated with HELAA
site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse Close being successful or viable for employment purposes. HELAA
site AYL078 would be able to deliver approximately 300 dwellings, reducing the need for release of
greenfield land for a similar quantum of housing.
Table 9 and para 6.6:
Aviva object to the HELAA site ref. AYL078 forming part of the key employment site known as the Gatehouse
Industrial Area. Whilst HELAA site ref. AYL0788 is currently in partial use, the only realistic long term use of the
site is for residential development. There is very limited demand for the existing types of units on the site, and the
site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles means that the re-use or redevelopment
for employment is not viable. Although the site presently has some very short term tenants the only realistic long
term use of the site would be residential development.
In addition, it is submitted that paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 are overly protective of employment land, paricularly of
employment land such as that at HELAA site AYL078 which is clearly suitable for alternative more appropriate
land uses. Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that:
"Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose"...and..."land allocations should be regularly reviewed".
The NPPF goes on to say in the same paragraph that "where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities".
The NPPF also state that: "To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively
to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century".
It is submitted that AVDC should continue to release some greenfield land sites for mixed use development that
consists of residential and employment space. The strategic greenfield sites would allow for the employment sites
to be located in areas that are accessible and sustainable and allow the facilitation of the of the growth of the
Aylesbury Vale economy. Research and development, manufacturing and distribution have all traditionally been
located on the edge of settlements as they benefit from better connectivity.
Given the committed investment projects of East West Rail and HS2 and the larger strategic housing sites, it is
likely that Aylesbury will benefit from improved connectivity by 2033. This therefore means that previously
allocated land for employment that was once 'out of town' (such as land at HELAA site ref. AYL 078 Gatehouse
Industrial Estate) will be situated in an urban hinterland due to settlement expansion, rendering the employment
sites surplus to modern day requirements.
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In the case of HELAA site ref. AYL078 it is submitted by Aviva that there is very limited demand for the type of
units on the site, and the site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles, means that re-use or
redevelopment is not viable as a continuation of 'B' uses.
In conclusion, it is submitted that either the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should no longer be identified as a key
employment site, or alternatively the HELAA site ref. AYL078 should be excluded from identification in the Local
Plan proposals map as no longer forming part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate as a key employment site.
S2 and table 1:
Policy S2 is supported in terms of identifying an approach to delivery of land for housing and employment growth
and development, including to meet some of the needs of adjoining highly constrained districts including
Wycombe and Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Nevertheless, the approach of releasing large greenfield sites for residential development to meet the needs of
Aylesbury and adjoining authorities is not justified, effective or consistent with National Policy where there is
significant previously developed land available that can deliver new homes at sustainable locations.
Aylesbury District is seeking to retain historic/ existing employment land for employment purposes where there is
no realistic or viable prospect of the land contributing towards employment development throughout the Plan
period.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should be reviewed in light of current and permitted residential
developments at Brook Mews and Alton House and in light of the long term and persistent vacancies and
poor take up of employment land and premises.
Aylesbury Vale has not recently reviewed the ability for the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate to contrbute
towards employment development, and it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF land
east of the residential scheme at Alton House should be allocated for an alternative and more suitable land use
i.e. a logical and sustainable form of residential linking Alton House, with Brook Mews.
S7:
Poliy S7 is supported by Aviva. Policy S7 appropriately expects efficient and effective use of land and
encourages reuse of previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations. Nevertheless, Policy S7
should be strengthened to confirm that Aylesbury Vale will encourage efficient and effective use of land, in
sustainable locations and subject to specific site considerations, ahead of release of greenfield or Green Belt
land.
Policy S7 should also be strengthened to set out how Aylesbury Vale intends to apply the emerging
requirements from the government for Council's to prepare brownfield land registers.
Paragraph 3.67 only makes reference to the emerging brownfield land register initiative. Aviva submit that
Aylesbury Vale should set out within paragrph 3.81 and policy S7 strong support for the principles of
brownfield land. Indeed, it is recommended that Aylesbury Vale should provide confirmation that a brownfield
land register will be prepared by the Council, to be informed by detailed and fresh assessment of suitable,
available and deliverable previosuly developed land, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse
Close, Aylesbury.
Policy maps for Aylesbury:
Aviva object to the potential housing allocations VALP policy map inset for Aylesbury, as the map fails to identify
HELAA site ref. AYL078, land at Gatehouse Close as a potential housing allocation. HELAA site ref. AYL078
is located immediately adjacent to, and shares its eastern boundary with the now completed residential
development at Brook Mews, as well as its western boundary with the permitted residenital development at
Alton House. HELAA site ref. AYL078 also shares the same credentials as a highly sustainable location for
residential development, being within walking distance of Aylesbury town centre and railway station, as well as
the range and mix of commnity facilites and servies within and around the town centre.
Summary:

Paragraphs 4.169-4.173 indicate that Aylesbury Vale intends to allocate more employment land within the Local Plan
than is required for the Plan period. The over-supply of employment land will comprise a mixture of existing retained
employment sites as well as new allocated employment sites.
It is submitted that the oversupply of existing/ historic employment land will result in stagnation and high vacancy
rates for employment premises at sites such as the Gatehouse Industrial Estate.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate between the existing and permitted residential developments at Brook Mews
and Alton House remains (as it has for a number of years) partly vacant, underutilised and unviable for future
employment purposes. The land should not be retained as an employment allocation, and the failure to carry out an upto-date review of the site is contrary to NPPF paragrph 22.

Change to Plan

The Local Plan should not retain historic/ existing employment allocaitons where there is strong evidence that sites are
no longer suitable in the short, medium or long term for employment purposes.
The Local Plan should as a minimum set out a mechanism for the regular review of employment allocations to consider
whether or not sites should be retained for employment purposes where specific sites are no longer suitable, viable or
deliverable for employment purposes.
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Attachments:
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 1.14 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Policy S2 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Proposals Map Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Policy S7 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 6.5 and 6.6 and Table 9 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 4.170 to 4.173 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 3.78_3.80 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Full Text:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

It is considered that in accordance with paragraph 22 of NPPF, the Local Plan should avoid long term protection of
sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of that site being used for that purpose. The
advice in national policy recommends that land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Indeed consideration should
be given to alternative use to support sustainable local communities.
One site that was allocated in the last Plan and has still not been developed for employment uses due to market
demand is the site at Buckingham Road, Winslow. This site should be considered for alternative use, namely
residential use, as it will assist in supporting the local community and will help meet the District's housing requirement.
Full comments in respect of this site are provided in relation to comments made to para 4.139 of this plan.

Summary:

One site that was allocated in the last Plan and has still not been developed for employment uses due to market
demand is the site at Buckingham Road, Winslow. This site should be considered for alternative use, namely
residential use, as it will assist in supporting the local community and will help meet the District's housing requirement.

Change to Plan

The Local Plan should avoid long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable
prospect of that site being used for that purpose
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Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Policy D5 should be amended to include reference to the NPPF requirement that employment allocations should be
kept under regular review and sites removed where a site is no longer needed or is no longer suitable for protection for
employment use. One such site is considered the site at Buckingham Road, Winslow that has a long term employment
allocation in the previous Local Plan that has been taken forward in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. Representations
have been submitted at earlier stages of this Plan process in this respect and our client responded to the Council's
review of employment allocations stating that the site was no longer suitable for employment use. Full comments in
respect of this site are provided in relation to comments made to para 4.139 of this plan.

Summary:

Policy D5 should be amended to include reference to the NPPF requirement that employment allocations should be
kept under regular review and sites removed where a site is no longer needed or is no longer suitable for protection for
employment use.

Change to Plan

Employment allocations should be reviewed where there is no prospect of a site coming forward for employment use.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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D5 Provision of employment land

Respondent: Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait
[32293]

Agent:

WYG (Sarah Butterfield) [29893]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Version of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, made on
behalf of Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait.

Summary:

Draft Policy D5 is objected to on the basis that it is not consistent with national planning
policy and has not been positively prepared. This is because it fails to include any
reference to the need to make effective use of land through the redevelopment of
previously developed land and does not appear to identify sufficient land to meet likely
requirements for employment development.

Change to Plan

The amended Policy should make reference to the development of employment uses also being
acceptable on previously developed land in rural areas, and not solely where there is an essential
need for the type of business. This will add flexibility into the Plan and promote the re-use of
previously developed land in accordance with the Framework and in support of draft Policy S7
(as we suggest it should be amended).

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, iv

Attachments:
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy D5.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) 171214 - AVDC Proposed Submission Local Plan Reps - FINAL
amalgamated.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy H6.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S2.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S3.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S7.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form SA.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1522 - 32300 - D5 Provision of employment land - i, iii

1522
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4. Strategic Delivery

D5 Provision of employment land

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings (LIH) [32300]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Oxford (Reece Lemon) [31900]

Please see the attached representations to the VALP pre-submission public consultation made on behalf of Lands
Improvement Holdings (LIH). This email contains the following attachments:
L 171214 RL Representations to VALP pre-submission
Response forms to the following- Chapter 2; Policy D2; Policy D5; Policy S2; Policy S3; Policy S9.

Summary:

Policy D5 supports expansion of existing employment premises. However there could be instances where
expansion of existing employment areas is required to cater for demand, for example at Haddenham Business
Park. The policy should be revised to include reference to such development

Change to Plan

Policy D5 to be amended to read:
......b. through the intensification or extension of existing premises or existing employment areas...

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, iii

Attachments:
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D2 - Proposals for non-allocated
sites.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S3 - Settlement Hierarchy and
Cohesive Development.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S2.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) L171214 RL Representations to VALP Pre-Submission.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy S9 - Monitoring and Review.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Policy D5 - Provision of Employment
Land.pdf
Lemon, Reece 31900 (LIH) N 171113 VALP Reg 19 Response Form - Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives.pdf

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

D5 Provision of employment land

Respondent: Mr. C Morris and Mr. P Cowley [32268]

Agent:

CC Town Planning (Mr Ross Middleton) [29872]

Full Text:

please find representations on behalf of our clients Mr. C Morris and Mr. P Cowley attached.

Summary:

Policy D5 has been positively prepared and is robustly justified in the evidence base.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Middleton, Ross 29872 (Morris & Cowley) 1 AVDC REPS C Morris P Cowley_Redacted.pdf

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D5 Provision of employment land

Respondent: Crest Strategic Projects [27869]

Agent:

Full Text:

Savills Southampton (Mr Jon Gateley) [29391]

On behalf of Crest Strategic Projects (CSP), I enclose a suite of documents as formal representations on the above
plan.
The lead representations statement (Savills) provides a detailed account of CSP's stance on the VALP as a whole. A
range of inter-related objections are set out, relating to the amount and distribution of housing, site-specific allocations,
and the consideration of alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal. Particular objections are raised in respect of
Shenley Park (site WHA001), which was included in the previous draft of the VALP, but is now omitted; and proposed
allocation sites at RAF Halton, Buckingham and Winslow, which CSP objects to. The document should be read in
conjunction with the following appendices:
*
Appendix 1a - Shenley Park Vision Statement (Savills Urban Design Studio). This demonstrates and explains
how the proposed development of Shenley Park can be delivered, not simply as a means to meet growth requirements
for Aylesbury Vale in an optimal location and in a timely way, but to create a sustainable and integrated community with
access to new facilities and nearby employment.
Please note that due to file size, the above is contained in my separate email ('email 2').
*
Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure statement (The Landscape Partnership). This demonstrates
that there are no landscape reasons why Shenley Park /WHA001 should not be included within the VALP. Concerns
about the sensitive gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes can be overcome by design and site planning. The northwest of the Site should include a permanent defensible buffer between built development on the Site and Whaddon
comprising woodland planting and accessible semi-natural green space.
Please note that the above is accompanied by a series of figures and photographs in a separate file. Due to file size
these are sent separately (in 'email 3').
*
Appendix 1c - Technical note relating to highways and transport (RPS). This provides evidence on highways and
transport matters, confirming that there are no significant transport constraints that would otherwise hamper the
consideration of site WHA001 as a viable option for sustainable growth and timely delivery in the VALP.
*
Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion (Aylesbury Vale District Council). This confirms that a formal EIA scoping
report submitted by Savills on behalf of CSP satisfactorily sets out the likely environmental effects of the proposed
development and determines the scope of the future assessment for the EIA
*
Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton (Savills). This paper demonstrates that the VALP's allocation of RAF Halton
is unsound, and should be removed and replaced with a site that is properly evidenced, available, deliverable and have
a realistic prospect that it will deliver an appropriate number of dwellings within the plan period.
*
Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review (Savills). This shows that the Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP
contains a number of flaws and inaccuracies, and that taking the SA as it is currently prepared may render the VALP
being found 'unsound'. Correcting inaccuracies and appraising another alternative option for growth would offer a
sound, sustainable way forward for the VALP.
*
Appendix 5 - Technical report on housing need and local market absorption (Savills). This provides an analysis
underlying CSP's view that a reduction in total housing targets (from the 2016 draft VALP to the current Submission
Draft), is not justified, along with consideration of market issues.
*
Appendix 6 - Review of housing land supply (Savills). This sets out an analysis to show that whilst AVDC is
ostensibly able, in mathematical terms, to show a 5 year housing land supply in the Submission Draft VALP, there are
number of substantial shortcomings in the intended approach relating to geographical distribution and overall levels of
development.
*
Appendix 7 - RAF Halton technical note relating to transport (RPS). This identifies that RAF Halton would not
improve the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, by being remote from neighbouring areas or facilities, would not
reduce the need to travel by relying on insufficient patronage to support a range of new facilities; and would not improve
the efficiency of transport networks, by relying on lower order roads, including unsuited B-class and other rural roads
and lanes for its outward connectivity.
*
Appendix 8 - Representation forms (Savills). These are contained in AVDC's pro-formas, and set out CSP's
representations on individual elements of the plan. There is a considerable element of overlap between these and the
above-listed documents, and therefore the submission should be read as a whole.

Summary:

Failure to protect existing employment sites is also not consistent with NPPF objectives to promote the 'economic'
dimension of sustainability, and in combination with the limited employment land allocations that are included in the
VALP, this risks further reinforcing the relatively high out-commuting levels from Aylesbury Vale.

Change to Plan

Objection to policy D5 (provision of employment land) Changes sought: Inclusion of the principles set out in paragraph
4.180 within the policy itself, as the following additional paragraph:
Major employment sites should be safeguarded wherever appropriate to maintain a diverse range of business activities

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

4. Strategic Delivery

D5 Provision of employment land

in the district. Sites should be considered for release to other uses only where they are shown to be surplus to
requirements (having regard to up to date evidence) and where they are not fit for purpose or capable of being suitably
refurbished or redeveloped. Any existing B1, B2 and B8 businesses affected by the loss of employment land should be
relocated to alternative premises so viable businesses are not affected.'
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Supporting figures and photographs.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 2 - Draft Scoping Opinion_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) 180115 VALP reconsultation letter_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 4 - Sustainability Appraisal Review.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 7 - Halton transport technical note_Redacted.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1a - Shenley Park vision statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1c - Shenley Park highways technical note.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 3 - Review of RAF Halton paper.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 5 - housing need and absorption rates.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 6 - Review of housing supply.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) CSP Representations statement.pdf
Gateley, John 29391 (CSP) Appendix 1b - Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement_Redacted.pdf

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

D5 Provision of employment land

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The views of the public on live-work developments have yet to be canvassed in the
WNP process but this is an area where even minor business/work activity can impact
on neighbours given the likely noise and parking needs generated by such
developments in particular where housing densities are high and off road parking is
difficult.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: SEGRO Plc [32255]

Agent:

Full Text:

Turley Associates (Mr Tim Burden) [29945]

Please see attachments including comment form, full comment letter with 25 appendices and representations to the
submission version of the Wycombe Local Plan.
Full summary:
Given the lack of substance to justify Aylesbury District meeting the purported 'unmet needs' of the southern authorities
with respect of employment lands provision.
More specifically, it is evident that AVDC is unlikely to meet the B8 requirements of the FEMA, on account of its poor
strategic connectivity and with explicit reference to the District being unlikely to meet warehousing requirements over
the plan period. Further the portfolio of sites available are limited, and as set out above, are unlikely to be deliverable.
The site selection and sustainability assessment process is therefore flawed and unsound.
We do not consider that the Buckinghamshire Authorities have appropriately co-operated on strategic priorities,
especially with regard to employment needs, and have subsequently failed to ensure that such priorities are 'properly
co-ordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans'.1
Therefore, we suggest that AVDC and WDC review the position being adopted prior to the submission of the respective
Local Plans to the Secretary of State to ensure that both plans fully reflect 'an economic vision and strategy for their
extra which positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic growth'1
As such, as currently drafted, the emerging Wycombe and Aylesbury Local Plans would not result in a final position
'where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels
of development' as required under paragraph 181 of the Framework and fail to meet the tests of soundness with regard
to employment needs under paragraph 182 of the Framework.

Summary:

We note that despite AVDC being the highest tier settlement, reference is only made at paragraph 4.10 of the Plan to
the Enterprise Zones at Silverstone, Westcot and Arla/ Woodlands. There is the potential for employment provision to
come forward through a number of the strategic sites around Aylesbury contained within the Local Plan. We therefore
consider that there are questions over the appropriateness of these sites for employment alongside timescales for their
delivery. We raise particular concerns over the sites identified which have been long term allocations and where
employment development has yet to come forward.

Change to Plan

Please see supporting written representations

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 8 - OT200-005-054.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 25 - Proposed Allocation Plan.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 24 - Wycombe reps re SA 19082016 (4).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 20 - Polict RT 19.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 19 - DNLP-2654-Natural-England.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 15 - 4300-sk-21-2 Google 2 (5).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 7 - Wycombe Submission Local Plan_ Review of Employment Land Position24.11.17.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 6 - Final Representations to the draft Local Plan WDC - Westhorpe Park (inc
appendices).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 3 - JLLR3001_Baseline LVIA Figures 1.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 1 - Bucks Free Press Article - Westhorpe Interchange junction.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3961
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 2 a - Westhorpe Farm - DFD August 2016 Final low.res.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3957
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 17 - Part 2 - High Level Landscape and Visual Analysis of Allocated Employment
Sites.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=3960
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 15 - 4300-sk-21-1 (2).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Representations to the Submission Version of the Wycombe Local Plan 2711 - FINAL.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 23 - 7639.Country Park.Rep.vf.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 22 - MoU_Wycombe_DC__and_CDCSBDC_draft_August_2017.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 21 - Wycombe-Local-Plan-Duty-to-Cooperate-Draft-Report-September-2017.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 2 b- SEGR3001 Vision Document_Submission.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 16 - Part 1 - High Level Landscape Analysis of Westhorpe Farm site.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 14 - Technical Note 2 - Desk Top Review - Air Park Site.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 12 - 171122 Technical Note Marlow - Transport final.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 13 - Wycombe Air Park - ACP Consultation Document FINAL.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945, SEGRO PLC Representations to AVDC Local Plan - Final.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 11 - Market Report - Westhorpe Farm Little Marlow - 21.11.17 (3).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 10 - Extracts AVDC Submission Plan.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 9 - Buckinghamshire-duty-to-cooperate-memorandum-of-understanding.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 5 - Commercial Report Extracts (2016).pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 4 - HELAA.pdf
Burden, Tim 29945 Appendix 18 - Land at Westhorpe Farm LVIA (baseline).pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.180

Respondent: The University of Buckingham [31844]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Support is given to the recognition that The University of Buckingham will support the growth of the town of Buckingham

Summary:

Support is given to the recognition that The University of Buckingham will support the growth of the town of Buckingham

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Mr. Tom Walsh [31889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Unfortunately the essential and desirable elements of any High Street, the banks, butchers, bakers etc. Have already
been over written by charity shops, estate agents and cafes. This plan should not look to sustain local retail areas, it
should look to regenerate them.

Summary:

Unfortunately the essential and desirable elements of any High Street, the banks, butchers, bakers etc. Have already
been over written by charity shops, estate agents and cafes. This plan should not look to sustain local retail areas, it
should look to regenerate them.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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4.190

Respondent: Crevichon Properties Ltd [31845]

Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Support is given to the identification that the Council will explore whether new retail development should support the rail
station at Winslow. This is clearly a compatible use with the rail station and would help promote linked trips.

Summary:

Support is given to the identification that the Council will explore whether new retail development should support the rail
station at Winslow. This is clearly a compatible use with the rail station and would help promote linked trips.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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D6 Town, village and local centres to support new and
existing communities

Respondent: Wheeldon Estates [32200]

Agent:

Savills (Mr Geraint Jones) [32406]

Full Text:

see attachments

Summary:

The representations set out our support for the recognition of Buckingham as a 'strategic settlement' (Policy S3), the
Council's approach to re-use of previously developed land (Policy S7), and confirm the flexibility in terms of appropriate
uses within town centres (Policy D6). In addition, the representations confirm our broad support for allocation BUC040
in Buckingham, but with the caveat that greater clarity is required regarding the distribution of uses.

Change to Plan

Please see attached representations.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Jones, Geraint 32406 Wheeldon Estates Representations to VALP.pdf
Jones, Geraint 32406 Wheeldon Estates Guidance note and response form - Email 13.12.17.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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D6 Town, village and local centres to support new and
existing communities

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the requirement a for development proposals within town centres to "retain or enhance the town centre's
historic character and appearance", although we would prefer "historic significance, character and appearance", and we
consider that this requirement should apply to village centres, many of which are of historic significance, as part of the
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment
required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

In these circumstances, we support the principle of Policy D6, but a great deal of
work needs to go into developing practical measures to encourage business, where
possible reduce start up and ongoing business costs, and provide real support to improving the infrastructure in
particular effective parking and suitable bus services.
There is also support for green tech initiatives.
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The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
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Respondent: Mr Graham John Aylett [30499]
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Full Text:
Regarding attractions & identity of the town of Aylesbury (para 4.195) VALP needs to stress the key role of improved
MAINTENANCE in the perceptions of visitors, potential new residents and investors. Therefore improving the standards
of care & maintenance must be added as the FIRST of THREE main headings for strategic aims listed in para 4.209.
Augmentation of the paragraphs which follows of both policies D.7 & D.8 is required, including the improvement of
signage (especially for pedestrians) and observance of the regulation which requires ALL premises, commercial,
residential & business a like, to display their number.
Summary:

In the absence of an Aylesbury Neighbourhood Plan, the VALP should recognise the existence of a coherent
Neighbourhood Strategy for the Old Town area, as drawn up by the Aylesbury Old Town Residents Association
(focused on the Central Aylesbury Conservation Area and its long-term management) for the benefit of all, whether
residents, business people or visitors.

Change to Plan

At an appropriate point, insertion of a passage on a Neighbourhood Strategy Focused on the Central Aylesbury
Conservation Area. 10 Issues have been drawn up by the Aylesbury Old Town Residents Association - HMOs, Traffic
Misbehaviour, Multiple Misbehavioural problems in Pebble Lane, Keep all Footways Clear to safe standards, Control
rough sleeping and associated behaviour, Improve control of parking within Zone H, Improve Control of drug misuse
and drinking, care for the green environment, observe all conservation area standards and clear, consistent pedestrian
and vehicular signage and numbering of all premises.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]
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Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to the historic centre of Aylesbury and the recognition of the "Old Town" as a major part of
the town's attraction, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for
enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Respondent: Mr Graham John Aylett [30499]
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Full Text:
Regarding attractions & identity of the town of Aylesbury (para 4.195) VALP needs to stress the key role of improved
MAINTENANCE in the perceptions of visitors, potential new residents and investors. Therefore improving the standards
of care & maintenance must be added as the FIRST of THREE main headings for strategic aims listed in para 4.209.
Augmentation of the paragraphs which follows of both policies D.7 & D.8 is required, including the improvement of
signage (especially for pedestrians) and observance of the regulation which requires ALL premises, commercial,
residential & business a like, to display their number.
Summary:

In order to place in proper perspective 'the significant local authority investment in the town' (para 4.193) the VALP
needs to exemplify what has been achieved earlier in Aylesbury's long history.

Change to Plan

Give VALP a more appropriate and historic perspective by including examples of achievements by those other than
local authorities (including para 4.193 and ideally elsewhere in VALP too).
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The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location are required.
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See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

given that the historic centre of Aylesbury is recognised a few paragraphs earlier in the Draft Plan as a major part of the
town's attraction, we find it surprising that there is no guiding principle in the Town Centre Plan for the conservation and
enhancement of that historic centre.
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Respondent: Mr Graham John Aylett [30499]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Regarding attractions & identity of the town of Aylesbury (para 4.195) VALP needs to stress the key role of improved
MAINTENANCE in the perceptions of visitors, potential new residents and investors. Therefore improving the standards
of care & maintenance must be added as the FIRST of THREE main headings for strategic aims listed in para 4.209.
Augmentation of the paragraphs which follows of both policies D.7 & D.8 is required, including the improvement of
signage (especially for pedestrians) and observance of the regulation which requires ALL premises, commercial,
residential & business a like, to display their number.
Summary:

The strategic aims of the plan need to stress the key role of improved maintenance in the perceptions of visitors,
potential new residents and investors.
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Revision of and additions to paragraphs 4.195 - 209 and policies D7 and D8
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:
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Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the recognition of the VALP's role in achieving the main aim of the Aylesbury Town Centre Plan for
Aylesbury Old Town (the historic quarter), although we suggest that there are opportunities for more specific and
positive requirements to preserve (or conserve) and enhance this historic area within the Town Centre policies , as part
of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic
environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

Agent:
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Full Text:

The VALP needs to demonstrate greater awareness of the long-term effects of new technology on town centres. It is
not simply 'omnichannel shopping'. Aylesbury is small enough to be able to offer an integrated digital presence
throughout the town centre, based on wifi. Much of people's 'experience' -- information, entertainment, already takes
place via a smartphone or tablet screen and this will increase. The current Plan does not show enough awareness of
the opportunities and threats that this poses.

Summary:

The VALP needs to demonstrate greater awareness of the long-term effects of new technology on town centres. It is
not simply 'omnichannel shopping'. Aylesbury is small enough to be able to offer an integrated digital presence
throughout the town centre, based on wifi. Much of people's 'experience' -- information, entertainment, already takes
place via a smartphone or tablet screen and this will increase. The current Plan does not show enough awareness of
the opportunities and threats that this poses.
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]
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Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of vehicles
into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High Street.
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Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

1. The first paragraph of Policy D7 deals with the proposed redevelopment site stretching from Exchange Street car
park to the Royal Mail sorting office. This area in fact consists of four parts: (a) the Exchange Street car park (also
known as Waterside North), (b) the middle High Street,(c) the area between High Street and Upper Hundreds Way and
(d) the Royal Mail sorting office.
2. The Waterside North site has been allocated for shopping development for nearly 20 years. Several schemes have
come and gone and planning applications have been heralded but not materialised, apart from the block of flats over
restaurants currently under construction on part of the site (Phase 1). In the light of the vacant BHS shop in Friars
Square, and the announced intention of House of Fraser not to renew the lease after 2018 of their premises, also in
Friars Square, it seems that early progress on Phase 2 of the development is unlikely. However, AOTRA agrees that
this site should be developed as the next stage in the expansion of Aylesbury's shopping core, but Policy D7 should
make it clear that the main frontages here should be Primary Frontages, and that the chestnut trees adjoining
Exchange Street should be retained.
3. Middle High Street currently functions well as a secondary shopping area. Whilst some redevelopment of its south
side to link with the Waterside North site is essential, its comprehensive redevelopment, even if necessary, is not
urgent. In any event it is likely to prove difficult because of the multiplicity of ownerships and the threat of
redevelopment is likely to deter owners from making their own investments in improvements, leading to a downward
spiral. Earlier attempts to incorporate the Roman Catholic church into the Waterside North site met with strong
opposition from the congregation. The development of both sides of middle High Street was considered in HELAA
(Reference AYL061 and AYL062). This concluded:AYL061 "Unsuitable- Entire site falls within Flood Zone 2/3. The site has very limited scope for a mixed use
development although there is no indication the site is currently available for development. The site also has potential
access issues to address.
AYL062 "Unsuitable - Site has potential to introduce residential upper layers through conversion (not demolition of
19th Century buildings) of upper units provided that it does not prejudice the operation of the retail units. Site has
planning permission (10/01928/APP) for conversion of first floor flat into two flats with additional accommodation in roof
space but is below the HELAA threshold. There is no indication the site is being promoted together and is available as
a single development site. If there were interest in a comprehensive development as a single site retaining ground floor
retail then a proposal could be suitable in principle."
We therefore suggest that middle High Street should be deleted from the redevelopment proposals in policy D7, apart
from essential links to the Waterside North development.
4. Assuming that priority in providing new shopping is given to the Waterside North site then further redevelopment will
not be required until late in the Plan period. The Hale Street/Railway street area would undoubtedly be the best location
for additional shops and other town centre uses, if required. However, the Plan proposes that Hampden House should
be converted to flats (upper floors) (Policy D-ATL063) and redeveloped. Clearly this is not possible and so we suggest
that the site of Hampden House should be removed from the redevelopment area but retained as a housing allocation
(conversion).
5. We see no current case for redeveloping the modern building occupied by Wilko, which appears to be well-used.
The Upper Hundreds car park is unlikely to be needed for redevelopment until very late in the Plan period. It is owned
by AVDC and can continue to be used for parking until required for other uses. If and when the Royal Mail sorting office
site becomes vacant it should be acquired by AVDC for use in the long term as a possible overflow to accommodate
town centre uses which cannot be located within the Inner Relief Road. In the mean time it could be used as a surface
car park. Whilst residential use may eventually be appropriate on upper floors of any redevelopment here, we suggest
it is premature to allocate this site for housing at this stage (Policy D AYL052).
6. The committed development site AYL056 in Cambridge Street/New Street consists of the Churchill Homes site
currently under construction, the long empty office blocks at Sloane House and the former |Government Offices, both of
which have a permission for conversion to flats which has not yet been implemented, and the Sainsbury's car park. In
our view this site (excluding the Churchill development) could be used for a mixed-use redevelopment including retail,
parking (beneath or above the shops) and possibly some residential. This would entail the demolition, rather than the
conversion, of the empty and semi-derelict office blocks but could be linked very effectively with the Primary Shopping
Area via Buckingham Street (and Sainsbury's) and Cambridge Street (with it's entrance to M&S) to form a shopping
circuit. Indeed this site could become part of the PSA itself. We think this would be a more practical proposition then
redeveloping Wilko, the adjoining fitness gym and Upper Hundreds car park, would be better located in relation to the
PSA than the PO sorting office and could also be delivered earlier. It may well be that in the long run all of these sites
will be needed to meet Aylesbury's shopping needs.

Summary:

The redevelopment proposals for middle High Street, the Wilko store, the adjoining fitness gym and Hampden House
are unjustified and should be removed. The Post Office sorting office redevelopment allocation is premature and should
be changed to a reserve site. References to Primary Frontages and the retention of trees in the Exchange Street car
park redevelopment should be added.
Possible redevelopment for mixed uses, based principally on retail, should be considered for both the Hale
Street/Railway Street area and for the area between New Street and Buckingham Street (Sloane House, ex-Govt.
offices and Sainsbury's car park)

Change to Plan

Amend the first paragraph of Policy D7 to read:"The Policies Map identifies the Exchange Street car park for mixed use redevelopment based principally on retail uses
with an element of residential and other town centre uses at an appropriate scale and location. The main frontages
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within this development will be Primary Frontages. The chestnut trees on the land fronting Exchange Street must be
retained.
Any further town centre uses, including retail, which cannot be accommodated on the Exchange Street site or
elsewhere in the Primary Shopping Area, should in the first instance, be located in the area adjoining Hale Street and
Railway Street, including the Upper Hundreds car park, or in the area adjoining Cambridge Place, New Street, and
Cambridge Street. An edge-of-centre site north of Upper Hundreds Way (the Royal Mail sorting office) is allocated on
the Policies Map as a reserve site for town centre uses which cannot be accommodated in the town centre.
The redevelopment scheme(s) must make adequate provision for car parking in accordance with the Council's car
parking strategy. Development proposals must contribute positively to meeting the vision and strategic aims for the
town centre. Details of retail floorspace provisions are set out in Policy D6."
Delete Policy D-AYL052
Amend Policy Map accordingly, including extending the Primary Shopping Area to include the Sainsbury's car park,
Sloane House in New Street and the former Govt. Offices in Cambridge Place.
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Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Proposed Transport Hub
1 The only justification given for this proposal is "as part of the overall vision for the town and to ensure the town
remains accessible". Whilst the existing bus station needs improvement and a co-location with the railway station would
facilitate bus/rail interchange, this would in our view be at the expense of making the primary shopping area and other
town centre locations less accessible to bus users, despite the promise of connectivity improvements to the rest of the
town. What proportion of bus users begin or continue their journey by rail as opposed to using buses to access the
town centre?
2 The 2016 Aylesbury Transport Strategy summary (page 13) says:"Upgrade the existing bus station in Aylesbury town - Increase capacity and possible relocation or expansion to a
second site in the long term, possible locations need to be considered. Also review accessibility to current site"
and also says that the upgrade is to be carried out in the medium term (2020 - 2025).
The main Strategy document itself (page 86) says:"Upgrade the existing bus station in Aylesbury town - It aims to increase the number of bus passengers by increasing
the capacity, comfort and accessibility of Aylesbury bus station. The accessibility improvements would create a proper
interchange with the railway station (Aylesbury), and improve links with the cycle and the pedestrian networks. There is
a longer term ambition to extend or relocate the bus station, and alternative formats such as a series of mini bus hubs
around the town centre could also be considered. Providing that any new provision meets the current and future needs
of passengers and bus operators. This should be a key driver of a future public transport strategy."
No evidence is cited in the Local Plan to change this. However the Local Plan proposes a major redevelopment (the
Transport Hub) to include, inter alia, a new bus station co-located with the railway station, involving the relocation of
Morrisons supermarket, and the possible re-routing of Friarage Road. It is unclear whether this proposal also involves
the redevelopment of the the Station Way (Friars Square) multi-storey car park and the station surface car park. No
details are given as to where the supermarket will be re-located, nor is any given as to how the relocation of the bus
station will meet "the current and future needs of passengers and bus operators" as required by the Transport Strategy
quoted above.
3 Altogether, the proposed Transport Hub needs much more justification. Without it, it should be deleted from the
Plan.

Summary:

The proposed Transport Hub is not justified by the evidence, would make the town centre shops less accessible to bus
users, would be difficult to achieve and would require the resiting (to an unspecified site) of Morrisons supermarket.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]
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Full Text:

There is an urgent need for an adopted plan but the current proposals are unjustified or silent, and therefore unsound,
in respect of leisure and entertainment, parking in the town centre and bus service improvements.
Paragraph 4.229 briefly discusses leisure and entertainment but does not lead to any proposals. Paragraph 4.222
promises a parking strategy which will emerge 'shortly'. The Transport Hub proposal is lacking in justification.
To overcome these problems we have put forward in separate detailed representations a cohesive package of interim
proposals for the Town Centre which include:a) A revised and expanded Primary Shopping Area;
b) A revised Town Centre boundary;
c) A redevelopment site for retail and other uses at Exchange Street car park;
d) Provision for further redevelopment for retail and other uses on undefined sites in the Hale Street/Railway Street
and Cambridge Place/New Street/Cambridge Street areas;
e) A reserve, mixed use redevelopment site on the Post Office sorting office land;
and meanwhile
f) Removal from the plan of the Transport Hub proposal and the redevelopment allocations covering middle High Street
and the land to the North.
We believe that the plan would become sound if it were to be amended to incorporate these changes, provided that an
early review of the Town Centre is carried out taking account of further studies on leisure and entertainment, parking
and bus service requirements and various practicability issues.

Summary:

We put forward a package of changes (set out in our separate, detailed representations) which would make the plan
sound provided an early review of the Town Centre proposals is carried out.

Change to Plan

See separate, detailed representations.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]
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Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

E2 should read E6 (second paragraph).
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]
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Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Almost compliant, small re-write

Change to Plan

Change to wording;
.....public realm improvements,
connectivity improvements to the
rest of the town, new open space,
new green infrastructure ( in line
with policy NE2 and I1) and other
main town centre uses....
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Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]
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Full Text:

This policy should be extended to include the gist of the second paragraph of Policy D7 and become the overall
general policy for the town centre, ideally placed before policy D7.
Although the Plan contains a policy (E6) relating to Primary and secondary Frontage within the PSA, it does not
contain a policy which differentiates between shopping proposals within the PSA and elsewhere in the TC. This does
not accord with the NPPF which requires local plans to make clear which uses will be permitted in PSA's and TC's
respectively. An appropriate policy should therefore be added to Policy D8. It should also include reference to
pedestrian priority and the protection of the amenities of residents.

Summary:

Lack of policy which differentiates between shopping proposals within the PSA and elsewhere in the TC.

Change to Plan

Delete the second paragraph of Policy D7
Amend Policy D8 to read:"Aylesbury town centre, the primary shopping area and primary and secondary shopping frontages are defined on the
Proposals map (see also Policy E6).
Throughout the town Centre proposals for retail and other uses, including redevelopments will be supported to reflect
Aylesbury's status as a Garden Town and the opportunities this will bring. Proposals should contribute positively to
improving the quality of the town centre and delivering the vision and strategic aims for the town centre set out above.
Proposals should have particular regard to enhancement to the built environment, improvements for pedestrian access,
environmental enhancements to the public realm and the protection of residential amenities.
In considering proposals for new retail development intended to serve the town as a whole or a wider catchment
priority will be given to locations within the PSA followed by other town centre locations on the edge of the PSA .
Pedestrian priority will be reinforced in Market Square and Kingsbury and extended to Buckingham Street (from
Kingsbury to Cambridge Street), Cambridge Street (from Buckingham Street to Anchor Lane), Temple Street and
where appropriate other streets in the PSA.
When permission is granted for leisure uses, including restaurants, pubs, clubs, and places of entertainment,
conditions including limitations on the hours of opening will be imposed where needed to minimise loss of amenity to
residents."
and place before D7.
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D8 Aylesbury town centre

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the requirements for proposals to have particular regard to enhancements to the built environment and
environmental enhancements to the public realm, but would welcome a reference to conserving and enhancing the
historic environment in the policy as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear
strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.
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D8 Aylesbury town centre

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Almost compliant, small re-write

Change to Plan

Change to wording;
Proposals should have particular
regard to enhancements to the
built environment, improvements
for pedestrian access and
environmental enhancements (in
line with policy NE2 and I1) to the
public realm.
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
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D9 Housing in Aylesbury town centre

Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Over the recent years the number of homes within the Inner Relief Road has more than doubled (from about 300 to 687
in November 2017). The total is likely to reach 900 in the next 2 or 3 years as existing schemes are completed and
planning permissions are implemented. In effect office employment in the Town Centre has declined significantly, whilst
the resident population has grown by occupying the redundant office space, with more in the pipeline. These new
homes are most welcome but the majority have been 1 or 2 bedroom flats. As a result the remaining family homes with
gardens, mainly in the Conservation Area, are a very valuable but scarce asset which adds to the community mix. It is
important that the limited number of such properties are protected from possible subdivision.

Summary:

Need to protect subdivision of family homes, which are a valuable but scarce asset which adds to the community mix.

Change to Plan

Add the following at the end of of Policy D9.
Permission will not be granted to convert large, family-sized town centre dwellings into smaller units, including Homes
in Multiple Occupation.
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The leisure facilties identfied are good but more are needed in the central area. Ice rink, bowling alley and gym where
badminton, squash etc can be played would encourage people into Aylesbury. Events like the Roald Dahl procession
and summer in the park are very popular and help. Soft play for younger children would allow one parent to shop whilst
the other entertained!!

Summary:

The leisure facilties identfied are good but more are needed in the central area. Ice rink, bowling alley and gym where
badminton, squash etc can be played would encourage people into Aylesbury. Events like the Roald Dahl procession
and summer in the park are very popular and help. Soft play for younger children would allow one parent to shop whilst
the other entertained!!
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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4.229

The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft play that would allow one parent to shop
whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.
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Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

it does not meet the requirement of The 1985 Housing and Planning Act Section 8, as
modified by the 2016 Housing and Planning Act para 124,therefore
makes the provision of sites specifically for Gypsies and Travellers basically flawed.
associated policy D10 is unduly lax.
2) does not acknowledge that as Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are legally protected under Equalities Act
2010, the
Children and Families Act 2014 and the Human Rights Act 1998 they need to be monitored.
3) the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 207 for a defined enforcement plan is not
considered.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Hamilton, John 30432, Nash Parish Council - 1207 2017 VALP Comment NPC.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 365 - 30614 - D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites - None

365

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites

Respondent: Ms Patience Skillings [30614]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Would have liked to see something about lighting schemes, as this can have an adverse effect on a rural location.

Summary:

Would have liked to see something about lighting schemes, as this can have an adverse effect on a rural location.
Planning officer note: originally supported but the above change was suggested therefore amended to object in order to
be considered by Planning Inspector.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 480 - 32007 - D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites - i, ii, iii, iv

480

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites

Respondent: Mrs Susan White [32007]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

S6 - Table 4, 13 lapsed temporary pitches: 'Oaksview Park' lies within Boarstall parish in open countryside in an
unsustainable rural location far from transport and the necessary amenities. This field was illegally occupied by the
travellers. Retrospectively an Inspector's Report granted temporary planning permission solely to the named occupiers
at that time and only because AVDC could not offer a permanent alternative. This has now been lapsed for several
years with two recently failed attempts to gain planning permission not only to remain as the claimed 13 pitches but to
increase the number to 19. As far as we are aware none of the original named people remain and none of the
conditions for temporary permission have ever been complied with. By now AVDC should have nominated an
alternative permanent site but they appear to have 'adopted' this site for inclusion in the VALP even though they are
fully aware that the planning permission has lapsed and the 'site' does not comply. Over many years now every time a
new application is submitted the small population of Boarstall Parish has individually and together raised objections to
this site knowing it to be totally unsuitable. The VALP disregards the repeated decisions of its own Development
Control Committee, the Planning Inspectorate and the Parish Council. Each time planning applications have been
submitted and heard by the Development Control Committee it has overwhelmingly been found that the site is
unsuitable and unsustainable for permanent occupation. The residents of Boarstall number approximately 80 - at the
travellers' site three occupants on 13 pitches increases Boarstall hamlet's population by over 50% (if 19 pitches then
over 70%) and if four occupants per pitch on 19 pitches the population would be virtually doubled.

Summary:

'Oaksview Park' lies within Boarstall parish in open countryside in an unsustainable location far from transport and
amenities. This field was illegally occupied by the travellers. An Inspector's Report granted temporary planning
permission solely to the named occupiers at that time and only because AVDC could not offer a permanent alternative.
Temporary permission has only ever been granted whilst an alternative is sought. This has lapsed. Two recent
applications to gain planning permission not only to remain as 13 pitches but to increase the number to 19 have been
refused. The VALP disregards AVDC's own Development Control Committee.

Change to Plan

A far more suitable designated and permanent site should be found. A permanent site should have better access to
public services such as transport, doctors, hospitals, schools, shops.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2139 - 29487 - D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites - iv

2139

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

hat criterion d. sets the bar too low as regards the historic environment - should only be acceptable where there is no
adverse impact at all on the historic environment, in order to provide protection for heritage assets in accordance with
the National Planning Policy Framework and as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and
the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the Framework. We
therefore consider that the Plan fails to conform with the Framework in this respect and is therefore not sound.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2187 - 29506 - D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites - ii, iii

2187

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

From this policy we are assuming that none of the site allocations for gypsy and travellers sites are within Flood Zones
2 or 3. We have seen no sequential test for the
gypsy and travellers sites. Unfortunately we have not been unable check the constraints for the gypsy and travellers
site allocations listed in 'Table 4: Allocations to meet the
needs for gypsy and travellers', as we could find no grid references supplied for these sites.

Change to Plan

If there are any gypsy and travellers sites within Flood Zones 2 and 3, particularly
in Flood Zone 3b we would have soundness comments to make on this local plan.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2383 - 30432 - D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites - i, ii, iii, iv

2383

Object

4. Strategic Delivery

D10 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites

Respondent: Nash Parish Council (Mr John Hamilton) [30432]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment for full representation.

Summary:

It is accepted that to be fair to all that there will be an increase in sites for the Gypsy and Traveller
population and the VALP sets out policy D10 with rules for how and where they should be sited. As
already pointed out it does not offer any policy for mobile home parks for 365 day occupation.

Change to Plan

The policy does not recognise that many of the persons in this category are effectively tribal. A site
is normally controlled by members of a like tribe who are not necessarily able to live harmoniously in
close proximity to those from a different 'tribe'. Sites may change allegiance, sometimes by force.
This is likely to become exacerbated if the population is expanded by persons from even more
diverse ethnic backgrounds. This factor, and the previously recognised problem where sites close
together could coalesce, should be covered by a policy that "no site of two or more pitches will be
allowed within 5 miles of another site of two or more pitches. This is a necessity brought about on
humanitarian grounds as well as the need for the district council to guard the safety of its residents,
both fixed and mobile. The NPPF requires this

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Hamilton, John 30432, Nash Parish Council - 1207 2017 VALP Comment NPC.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 943 - 29069 - 5.1 - iv

943

Object

5. Housing

5.1

Respondent: Mr Stuart Twigg [29069]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The term affordable housing is not representative of need

Summary:

The term affordable housing is not representative of need

Change to Plan

All housing should be affordable. Using your interpretation, affordable should mean social housing. Many
developments are permitted as long as they have 30% on average "affordable" housing. The remaining eg 70% should
also be priced to be affordable to existing local residents, not an overflow from London where wages are higher.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1449 - 32224 - 5.4 - None

1449

Support

5. Housing

5.4

Respondent: Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (Ms
Shereen Ansari) [32224]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached representations regarding the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, made on behalf of both Chiltern
District Council and South Bucks District Council.
Please note that this representation is provided on the basis of the agreed Memorandum of Understanding between our
Councils, currently awaiting signing by our respective portfolio holders.

Summary:

The Draft VALP also acknowledges that a proportion of affordable housing is required to address transferred affordable
housing need within the overall unmet need arising outside of Aylesbury Vale (paragraph 5.4). Again, our Councils
support this approach.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Ansar, Shereen 32224 Final Response VALP - Copy.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 251 - 28629 - 5.5 - i, ii, iii

251

Object

5. Housing

5.5

Respondent: Ms Alison Watt [28629]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

In section 1.48 of the Background, we are told that the average rate of house building in AVDC over recent years has
been 1,127 dwellings, and that an average of 349 were affordable dwellings. That gives an average of almost 31%
affordable dwellings. This does not meet the current need. According to the figures in VALP (1.47), there were 3,000
people on the waiting list in April 2016. The Local Plans of two neighbouring districts, South Oxfordshire and Wycombe,
both specify an allocation of 40% affordable housing. How can Aylesbury Vale's need be so much less?

Summary:

In section 1.48 of the Background, we are told that the average rate of house building in AVDC over recent years has
been 1,127 dwellings, and that an average of 349 were affordable dwellings. That gives an average of almost 31%
affordable dwellings. This does not meet the current need. According to the figures in VALP (1.47), there were 3,000
people on the waiting list in April 2016. The Local Plans of two neighbouring districts, South Oxfordshire and Wycombe,
both specify an allocation of 40% affordable housing. How can Aylesbury Vale's need be so much less?

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

it is considered that a rate of 40% will deliver the required total of affordable housing
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 337 - 30261 - 5.5 - None

337

Support

5. Housing

5.5

Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I support the 25% proportion of affordable housing (30% would be better). But for the 'Woodlands' development, the
Strategic Development Management Committee approved a 20% figure. This decision needs to be revisited and
changed upwards. (NB "Seek to secure" is a weak phrase, and should be changed to "secure".)

Summary:

I support the 25% proportion of affordable housing (30% would be better). But for the 'Woodlands' development, the
Strategic Development Management Committee approved a 20% figure. This decision needs to be revisited and
changed upwards. (NB "Seek to secure" is a weak phrase, and should be changed to "secure".)

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 555 - 29682 - 5.5 - None

555

Object

5. Housing

5.5

Respondent: Haddenham Village Society (Mr Graham Tyack)
[29682]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Based on the figures in para 1.48 above, the percentage of affordable housing over recent years has averaged of 31%.
However, the total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice Housing Register (paragraph 1.47) waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. Clearly, the average of 31% is failing to meet current needs.
South Oxfordshire and Wycombe both allocate 40% of housing in developments of over 10 dwellings to affordable
housing in their draft Local Plan. The need in AVDC must be comparable, therefore, a target 40% should be adopted.

Summary:

Based on the figures in para 1.48 above, the percentage of affordable housing over recent years has averaged of 31%.
However, the total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice Housing Register (paragraph 1.47) waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. Clearly, the average of 31% is failing to meet current needs.
South Oxfordshire and Wycombe both allocate 40% of housing in developments of over 10 dwellings to affordable
housing in their draft Local Plan. The need in AVDC must be comparable, therefore, a target 40% should be adopted.

Change to Plan

Change the 25% in lines 6 and 7 of para 5.5 to 40%

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 338 - 30261 - 5.7 - i

338

Object

5. Housing

5.7

Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

Agent:

Full Text:

See my comments under 5.5

Summary:

See my comments under 5.5

Change to Plan

Change "seek to secure" to "secure" in 5.5

Appear at exam?
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Yes

Sound?
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N/A

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 260 - 28629 - 5.11 - ii, iii

260

Object

5. Housing

5.11

Respondent: Ms Alison Watt [28629]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We are told that alternative housing delivery methods which may include affordable housing will be considered in
accordance with Policy H1 Affordable Housing. But in Policy H1 Affordable Housing does not say anything about
alternative housing delivery methods. It ONLY stipulates the affordable housing that would be delivered in residential
developments of 11 dwellings or more, or sites of more than 0.3 hectares. That is, only affordable housing that would
be delivered by developers as part of section 106 agreements. This is problematical as, although the policy specifies
that affordable housing should be integrated throughout the development site, there is no means of ensuring that
affordable housing is distributed throughout the District. The larger developments will be concentrated in the
settlements identified in the VALP for more growth (Aylesbury, Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover, Winslow). In D3
Housing Development at Smaller Villages, it specifically states that developments should normally be of 5 dwellings or
fewer. That is, too small for there to be any provision of affordable housing under 106 agreements. This could easily
lead to concentrations of affordable housing in certain settlements, and none in others.

Summary:

Affordable housing should be distributed across the whole of AVDC, in proportion with the size of the settlement, not
only concentrated where there are developments of 11 or more dwellings.

Change to Plan

Provision must be made for alternative housing delivery methods for affordable housing in order to allow for building of
affordable housing in all settlements, proportionate to their size.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 160 - 30338 - H1 Affordable housing - iv

160

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr David Saunders [30338]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy H1 introduces a general requirement for affordable housing which might be less appropriate for specific
neighbourhood areas than the requirements in existing neighbourhood plans for those areas. However this policy, being
more recent, would override the neighbouthood plan policies, contrary to national policy. The attached pdf file gives a
detailed explanation of the cause of this anomaly and proposes a solution.

Summary:

Policy H1 introduces a general requirement for affordable housing which might be less appropriate for specific
neighbourhood areas than the requirements in existing neighbourhood plans for those areas. However this policy, being
more recent, would override the neighbouthood plan policies, contrary to national policy. The attached pdf file gives a
detailed explanation of the cause of this anomaly and proposes a solution.

Change to Plan

Modification to Policy H1 as specified in attached pdf file.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Affordable.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 376 - 28889 - H1 Affordable housing - i, ii, iii

376

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

No development should be allowed if a higher quota of 35% cannot be met. If this plan is to have any credibility about
genuinely providing houses for those in need then this policy needs to be enforceable.
The council have openly ignored this already in their own site at Woodlands where they have allowed themselves to
come forward with 20% affordable houses which makes a mockery of the current policy. This policy will openly be
'abused' as it allows a 'get out' clause from the outset.

Summary:

No development should be allowed if a higher quota of 35% cannot be met. If this plan is to have any credibility about
genuinely providing houses for those in need then this policy needs to be enforceable.
The council have openly ignored this already in their own site at Woodlands where they have allowed themselves to
come forward with 20% affordable houses which makes a mockery of the current policy. This policy will openly be
'abused' as it allows a 'get out' clause from the outset.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

A minimum of 30% affordable houses - 25% is far too low.
Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 402 - 28629 - H1 Affordable housing - i, ii

402

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Ms Alison Watt [28629]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The term "affordable housing" covers both social rented and shared ownership (among other forms of tenure). Many
people who need affordable housing do not have access to shared ownership, both because of its cost and the need to
qualify for a mortgage. Therefore, in order to meet the housing need of AVDC, the VALP should define what proportion
of affordable housing should be social rented. South Oxfordshire, stipulates 75% social rented in its draft Local Plan.
Given the lack of other evidence of need for social rented housing, AVDC should adopt a similar proportion.

Summary:

The term "affordable housing" covers both social rented and shared ownership (among other forms of tenure). Many
people who need affordable housing do not have access to shared ownership, both because of its cost and the need to
qualify for a mortgage. Therefore, in order to meet the housing need of AVDC, the VALP should define what proportion
of affordable housing should be social rented. South Oxfordshire, stipulates 75% social rented in its draft Local Plan.
Given the lack of other evidence of need for social rented housing, AVDC should adopt a similar proportion.

Change to Plan

The proportion of affordable housing which is social rented should be stipulated at 75%

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 451 - 30814 - H1 Affordable housing - i, ii, iii, iv

451

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

No development should be allowed if a higher quota of 35% affordable housing cannot be met. If the VALP is to have
any credibility about genuinely providing houses for those in need then this policy must be enforceable. This policy will
openly be 'abused' as it allows a 'get out' clause from the outset.The council have openly ignored this already in their
own development at Woodlands where they have allowed themselves to come forward with 20% affordable houses
which makes a mockery of the current policy.

Summary:

No development should be allowed if a higher quota of 35% affordable housing cannot be met. If the VALP is to have
any credibility about genuinely providing houses for those in need then this policy must be enforceable. This policy will
openly be 'abused' as it allows a 'get out' clause from the outset.The council have openly ignored this already in their
own development at Woodlands where they have allowed themselves to come forward with 20% affordable houses
which makes a mockery of the current policy.

Change to Plan

Ensure wording insists that developers meet the 35% target. This includes the Woodlands development.
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Legal?
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 576 - 30062 - H1 Affordable housing - i, ii, iii, iv

576

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr Andrew Docherty [30062]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

It is recommended that the proportion of affordable housing sought in Proposed Policy H1 be increased to 35%. This
would accord with the figure used in some Neighbourhood Plans.
A higher figure should be the starting point, as in other Districts in the County, with developers having to make a
viability case for a reduced figure.

Summary:

It is recommended that the proportion of affordable housing sought in Proposed Policy H1 be increased to 35%. This
would accord with the figure used in some Neighbourhood Plans.
A higher figure should be the starting point, as in other Districts in the County, with developers having to make a
viability case for a reduced figure.

Change to Plan

Change 25% to 35% in Proposed Policy H1

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 654 - 32082 - H1 Affordable housing - i, iv

654

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Great Horwood Parish Council (Mrs Mary
Saunders) [32082]

Agent:

Full Text:

Please see attached document.

Summary:

Please see attached document.

Change to Plan

Please see attached document.

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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N/A
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Yes
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GHPC VALP H1.pdf
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 694 - 29268 - H1 Affordable housing - i, ii, iii

694

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The figure of 25% is too low to meet the District's needs and there needs to be a distinction between affordable housing
(which is cheaper than market housing but, generally not affordable to most) and social housing. There is a chronic
need for rented accommodation that is not private sector rented. I would be prepared to accept 25% if there was a
stipulation that half of it would be social housing for rent - otherwise, the requirement should be at least 33% if not more.

Summary:

The figure of 25% is too low to meet the District's needs and there needs to be a distinction between affordable housing
(which is cheaper than market housing but, generally not affordable to most) and social housing. There is a chronic
need for rented accommodation that is not private sector rented. I would be prepared to accept 25% if there was a
stipulation that half of it would be social housing for rent - otherwise, the requirement should be at least 33% if not more.

Change to Plan

adding "of which half shall be social housing for rent" after 25% or change "5 to something between 33 and 40.
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 698 - 30440 - H1 Affordable housing - ii

698

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The social/affordable housing, as worded at present is unsound. It states:
Residential developments of 11 or more dwellings gross or sites of 0.3ha or more will be
required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site. In addition: ...
The proportion of 25% has been selected after considering evidence from the Buckinghamshire
HEDNA, and the AVDC Viability Assessment Final Report. The Viability Assessment does however state, 'that
different proportions could be appropriate for different sites'. For instance, a greenfield site should be capable of
supporting a greater proportion of affordable houses than a brownfield site, which is very which is very likely to incur
remedial land improvement costs.
The VALP recognises this at the Salden Chase housing allocation ( DNLV001) which proposes at least 30% affordable
new housing.
In respect to sub heading 'b' regarding developers a site as being 'financially unviable', please see our response to
Policy S5.

Summary:

25% affordable housing, in some cases, including sites proposed in 'made' neighbourhood plans, is simply not high
enough.

Change to Plan

The following amended wording is suggested because it would remedy this anomaly :Residential developments of 11 or more dwellings gross or sites of 0.3ha or more will be
required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes within the site area, but if any policy in a
made neighbourhood plan for the area in question proposes a higher percentage then
that higher percentage should be supported. etc..
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 720 - 29682 - H1 Affordable housing - None

720

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Haddenham Village Society (Mr Graham Tyack)
[29682]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Paragraph 5.11 states "Alternative housing delivery methods that may include affordable housing, such as Community
Land Trusts and Community Right to Build, will be considered in line with national policy and in accordance with Policy
H1 Affordable Housing." Yet there is no mention of alternative housing delivery methods in Policy H1

Summary:

Paragraph 5.11 states "Alternative housing delivery methods that may include affordable housing, such as Community
Land Trusts and Community Right to Build, will be considered in line with national policy and in accordance with Policy
H1 Affordable Housing." Yet there is no mention of alternative housing delivery methods in Policy H1

Change to Plan

Alter the first sentence in policy H1 to read: Residential developments, including those being delivered using alternative
methods, of 11 or more dwellings gross or sites of 0.3ha or more will be required to provide up to 40% affordable
homes on site.
And add: The pricing of affordable homes must be within the financial range of those seeking such housing.
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861

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (Mr Jon Hobbs)
[29411]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Although based on the 21.3% requirement identified by the HEDNA (December 2016) the requirement to provide 25%
affordable housing on sites of 11 units or more has decreased from 31% proposed in Summer 2016.
Will provision of 6,850 affordable homes address demand over 16 years when there are 3893 applicants registered on
BucksHomesChoice in November 2017? Of these 2,307 are in bands A-D and eligible for affordable rented housing.
The 6850 figure quoted equates to 25% of the total number of homes rather than 25% of homes on schemes with an
affordable housing requirement, which will be a lower figure.

Summary:

the requirement to provide 25% affordable housing on sites of 11 units or more has decreased from 31% proposed in
Summer 2016.
Will provision of 6,850 affordable homes address demand over 16 years when there are 3893 applicants registered on
BucksHomesChoice in November 2017? Of these 2,307 are in bands A-D and eligible for affordable rented housing.
The 6850 figure quoted equates to 25% of the total number of homes rather than 25% of homes on schemes with an
affordable housing requirement, which will be a lower figure.
officer note: reassigned from 1.15 to H1 for relevance

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Increase in affordable housing requirement from 25% as proposed to 31% or higher to meet actual demand.
Legal?
Yes
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864

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (Mr Jon Hobbs)
[29411]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Although based on the 21.3% requirement identified by the HEDNA (December 2016) the requirement to provide 25%
affordable housing on sites of 11 units or more has decreased from 31% proposed in Summer 2016.
Will provision of 6,850 affordable homes address demand over 16 years when there are 3893 applicants registered on
BucksHomesChoice in November 2017? Of these 2,307 are in bands A-D and eligible for affordable rented housing.
The 6850 figure quoted equates to 25% of the total number of homes rather than 25% of homes on schemes with an
affordable housing requirement, which will be a lower figure.

Summary:

the requirement to provide 25% affordable housing on sites of 11 units or more has decreased from 31% proposed in
Summer 2016.
Will provision of 6,850 affordable homes address demand over 16 years when there are 3893 applicants registered on
BucksHomesChoice in November 2017? Of these 2,307 are in bands A-D and eligible for affordable rented housing.
The 6850 figure quoted equates to 25% of the total number of homes rather than 25% of homes on schemes with an
affordable housing requirement, which will be a lower figure.
Officer Note: reassigned to H1 from 1.13 for relevance

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

Increase in affordable housing requirement from 25% as proposed to 31% as previously proposed or higher to meet
actual demand.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No
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Yes

Soundness Tests
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904

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The amount of Affordable housing on larger developments should be 35% however on the AVDC own site Woodlands
there is only 20% of Affordable housing.

Summary:

The amount of Affordable housing on larger developments should be 35% however on the AVDC own site Woodlands
there is only 20% of Affordable housing.

Change to Plan

Should Woodland planning application be approved them this figure needs to increase to 35% otherwise it will signal
to other developer that 20% Affordable housing is acceptable.
Affordable housing needs to be build whether large development get the go ahead or not.
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Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The policy should be amended to secure affordable housing contributions on smaller sites in AONBs and Designated
Rural Areas, in line with the latest guidance (See Government Planning Practice Guidance on Planning Obligations
para 017).
The smaller site provisions apply to rural areas designated under s157 of the 1985 Housing Act, including National
Parks, AONBs and Designated Rural Areas, which includes many parishes in Aylesbury Vale (see lists available here
www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1997/625/schedule/1/made of whole parishes covered eg Ivinghoe, Edlesborough, and here
www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1997/625/schedule/2/made of mapped part parishes including Haddenham, Aston Clinton,
Wendover etc.
The South Oxfordshire emerging local plan takes this approach.

Summary:

The policy should be amended to secure affordable housing contributions on smaller sites in AONBs and Designated
Rural Areas, in line with the latest guidance (See Government Planning Practice Guidance on Planning Obligations
para 017).
The smaller site provisions apply to rural areas designated under s157 of the 1985 Housing Act, including National
Parks, AONBs and Designated Rural Areas, which includes many parishes in Aylesbury Vale (see lists available here
www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1997/625/schedule/1/made of whole parishes covered eg Ivinghoe, Edlesborough, and here
www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1997/625/schedule/2/made of mapped part parishes including Haddenham, Aston Clinton,
Wendover etc.
The South Oxfordshire emerging local plan takes this approach.

Change to Plan

Suggested new asterisked section to the policy:
"* except in the Chilterns AONB and Designated Rural Areas where affordable housing at x% will be required on sites
of 6 or more dwellings."
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1057

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Dandara Ltd (J Richards) [29417]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam,
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Representations to Proposed Submission VALP
Dandara Ltd for Land North of Aston Road and West of Stanbridge Road, Haddenham
Dandara Ltd purchased land located to the north of Aston Road and west of Stanbridge Road in Haddenham which
benefits from outline planning permission for the following description of development:
"Construction of 280 no. dwellings, including 35 no. age - restricted dwellings, with associated garages, parking, estate
roads, footways, pedestrian linkages, public open space, burial ground, community sports facility, strategic
landscaping, drainage and other associated works" (ref. 14/02666/AOP).
Reserved Matter applications have been submitted to the Council under refs. 17/01841/ADP and 17/04543/ADP for
four phases of development, with phases 1 and 2 due to commence on site in January 2018. These representations
therefore focus on policies which would potentially impact upon the deliverability and viability of the development.
We would comment on the following policies contained within the November 2017 Proposed Submission draft Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-33:
Dandara Ltd supports the objective of Policy H1 'Affordable Housing' seeking to secure a minimum of 25% affordable
housing associated with qualifying developments. Whilst we also support the objective of "the affordable homes will be
expected to be integrated throughout the development site", this should be applied flexibly taking into account the
objective of creating mixed communities and the realities and costs associated with future management by registered
providers. Our experience of the application of this policy is that the Council apply their 'clustering' policy of no more
than 15 affordable housing units rigidly, without considering how neighbourhoods or communities would develop
following scheme completion. As an example, affordable housing units that have a garden-to-garden relationship but do
not share a common street or approach should not automatically be considered as representing a 'cluster' as the
creation of mixed-tenure neighbourhoods are principally defined by the streets on which the houses are located, the
source of daily interaction with neighbours, rather than who one shares a rear garden boundary with. The supporting
text to the policy should recognise that any 'clustering' figure will be applied flexibly having regard to those communities
created following development and the principal day-to-day interactions that will result;
Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing' will expect developments proposing 100 dwellings and above to provide a
percentage of serviced plots for sale to self / custom builders. Whilst the principle of supporting the self / custom build
industry is supported, any policy requirement should be informed by entries contained within the self-build and custom
housebuilding register alongside a consideration of deliverability and viability. If the Council is to require major
developments to include such plots, it is imperative that they can be brought forward in parallel with the main
development; do not conflict with the wider development in respect of scale, appearance or timescales; and are taken
into account from a viability perspective given that such plots would be provided at below market value;
Dandara Ltd is supportive of the wording associated with Policy H6 whereby housing mix contained within the most upto-date HEDNA "... are however a guide rather than a requirement as they may need to be varied on the basis of
specific circumstances or evidence" (para. 5.55). The Council should apply flexibility when considering housing mix on
individual sites including site specific considerations such as location, viability and market demand and whether the
delivery of a higher proportion of smaller dwellings within urban areas may allow for more family sized housing to be
delivered on Greenfield sites on the edge of urban areas and villages whilst maintaining close to the recommended
HEDNA mix across the District as a whole;
Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires "larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in
strategic settlements will be expected to provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of the overall
mix". The Council should ensure that the provision of extra care dwellings is fully taken into account within viability
assessments associated with individual sites especially considering other cumulative 'planning gain' requirements such
as affordable housing and self / custom build. It is noted that 'larger residential development schemes' in the policy
refers to more than 300 houses which is a definition that should be retained within supporting para. 5.61;
Likewise, Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires a proportion of new homes in developments to achieve Category 2 and
Category 3 of Approved Document M: Volume 1 (Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings). Whilst such an objective is
supported, the Council should again consider any viability implications of such standards especially taking into account
the suite of 'planning gain' requirements including affordable housing, self / custom build and extra care provision. The
supporting policy and evidence base should be in full accordance with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) para: 008, ref
ID: 56-008-20160519;
Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes' is unevidenced and in conflict with national policy. If the Council is proposing a policy relating
to 'dwelling sizes', any standard should accord with the 'Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space
Standard' (March 2015). PPG is clear that "where a Local Planning Authority (or qualifying body) wishes to require an
internal space standard, they should only do so by reference in their Local Plan to the nationally described space

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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standard" (para: 018, ref ID: 56-018-20150327). Policy H7 should therefore be deleted or amended to refer to nationally
described space standards;
Dandara Ltd supports the principle of Policy BE2 'Design of New Development' requiring consideration of "the local
distinctiveness and vernacular character of the locality". When considering local distinctiveness and vernacular
character the supporting text should make clear that this includes all surrounding development not simply those
elements of the townscape that the Council consider to be 'higher quality'. Our experience with the Authority is that they
adopt a very narrow definition of local distinctiveness and vernacular character which often does not consider the broad
range of building styles, materials and ages but rather focuses on those elements, most notably Conservation Areas or
listed buildings, that the Council consider should be given elevated weight rather than considered as part of a balanced
assessment of the collective character of the locality.
In summary, we consider that the Proposed Submission VALP is currently unsound as not being 'effective' due to the
potential viability implications of individual policies - affordable housing, self / custom build, accessibility standards,
extra care - not being considered cumulatively. In addition, we consider that Policy H7 is not 'consistent with national
policy' by suggesting the application of an internal space standard not in accordance with the nationally described
version.
I trust these representations are of interest and if you need any additional information or clarification on the points
contained herein, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully,
John Richards,
Associate Director, Planning
Summary:

Object to H1: supports objective of policy. Clustering of maximum figure of affordable housing should be applied flexibly
having regard to communities created following development.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Richards John 29417 Representations to Proposed Submission VALP (December 2017).pdf
Richards John 29417 VALP Representation Form.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1118 - 32298 - H1 Affordable housing - i, ii, iii, iv

1118

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

The current wording of Policy H1, which seeks a minimum of 25% affordable housing leaves ambiguity in what the
Council will be seeking and subsequently gives rise to uncertainty. As such, we suggest that Policy H1 is amended to
"for residential developments of 11 or more dwellings gross or sites of 0.3ha or more, the council will seek a minimum
of 25% affordable homes on site, subject to viability". This will give confidence to developers looking to invest.

Change to Plan

we suggest that Policy H1
is amended to state the following:
"For residential developments of 11 or more dwellings gross or sites of 0.3ha or more, the Council will seek 25%
affordable homes on site, subject to viability."

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Attachments:
Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Completed Response Form_14122017.pdf
Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Newton Longville_Site Location Plan.pdf
1944b_Redacted.pdf
1944c_Redacted.pdf
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H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

We object to the requirement for a financial assessment to justify a shortfall in affordable
housing provision to be "open-book". Financial assessments can contain commercially
sensitive information and discretion is required to ensure that information can be presented
exclusively to the Council when required.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4

Change to Plan
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1212

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr A.P. Smart [32206]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I have a number of points that I wish to respond to. This has been difficult due to the very short period given for this
consultation. I am commenting on those matters where I have an informed opinion. There are a number of location that
I feel unable to properly comment on (partly due to time constraints given for this consultation).
3.3 and Policy S1
This section is based on the assumption that building more houses will make the Vale area more prosperous and a
better place to live. This is not so. Cramming ever more houses into an area that already suffers from significant traffic
issues will not bring growth. I am already making day-to-day choices about whether it is worth going into Aylesbury
because of the volume of traffic. More houses will make this worse. This extra housing does not offer any solution, only
further worsening of current problems. This is not an effective strategy. The transport problems have to solved first. It is
not adequate to hope that somehow more building will eventually solve the problem.
3.15 New Settlement
Why has this been dropped. Surely this is a better way to proceed. This indicates a serious lack of long-term strategy.
This should be reviewed and re-opened.
3.22 Countryside gaps
Keeping the identity of villages and separate developments is very important and there should be a very strong
statement or guarantee that such gaps are to be preserved. I have already seen many planned schemes which seek to
undermine this objective (Hampden Fields being one such example, A41 Woodlands is another). This must stop. The
assurance given are too weak.
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting an additional 1,000 houses in this area will be major problem. The road infrastructure is deficient and there are
a small number of pinch points that make the road communication system vulnerable. Wendover is already pushed to
capacity. There is already a lack of car parking in Wendover. This will make it worse. where are the people in Halton
expected to shop and go to school? This is another example of the merging of settlements.
D-AGT4
Many of the points relate to flood issues and the problems that must be dealt with (largely aspirational in nature). Why
is housing planned for this flood zone? I thought there was a national strategy to stop building on flood zones. This is
madness.
The lack of detail regarding traffic is a concern. This plan will see a massive increase in traffic on the A41 in particular.
This is planning negligence. Having backed-up traffic on the A41 (both ways) will not make Aylesbury more prosperous
or help people have a better life. This is already a problem. I see a Park and Ride is planned. Is this an indication that
the planners think the traffic problems will be as bad as those experienced by Oxford?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be
explained.
In my opinion, this plan is not truly strategic. Long term strategy has been replaced buy a large number of ad-hoc
schemes which the planners hope may go some way to meeting the end objectives. In doing this, there has been
insufficient consideration given to important matters such as transport and maintaining the separate identities of
settlements. These matters have to addressed first, to meet the existing problems. Just because it is physically
possible to build houses at a location does not mean that it should happen. The linage between building more houses
and an improvement for the people of Aylesbury Vale is not clearly made. It is too aspirational.

Summary:

This is a vital topic. The proportion of affordable housing should be higher. Why is it so low? This needs to be explained.

Change to Plan
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5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, H1
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
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H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr John Day [30794]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, H1
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
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SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
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Respondent: Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern
Manufacturing Ltd [32289]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern Manufacturing Ltd and their interests in
land west of AVDLP allocation BU.1 (BUC043), Moreton Road, Buckingham please find attached our representation.
This comments on policies S2, D2, B-BUC043, H1, H5, H6 and BE2.

Summary:

The policy indicates it will be implemented in accordance with an Affordable Housing SPD, yet to have been produced.
To fully understand its implications, the SPD should be made available now for public comment, or reference to the
SPD in the policy should be omitted.
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Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Taylor Wimpey South Midlands in relation to interests in land South of Weston Road, Great
Horwood please find attached our representations to the VALP. This includes comments on S2, D2, Delivering the
allocated sites at Medium Villages, H1 and BE2

Summary:

The policy indicates it will be implemented in accordance with an Affordable Housing SPD, yet to have been produced.
To fully understand its implications, the SPD should be made available now for public comment, or reference to the
SPD in the policy should be omitted.
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In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
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All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing.
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My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
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Agent:

Full Text:
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Winslow Town Council Objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Winslow Town Council (WTC) welcomes the creation of a new Local Plan to cover Aylesbury Vale District. The
approval of VALP will remove uncertainties in local planning - but it is important that the Plan is sound, and not open to
further challenge. WTC also recognises that national Government proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford
Arc, as reflected in statements in the Autumn 2017 Budget, suggest that it will be necessary over the coming few years
to revise VALP to accommodate greater levels of development in the area than are currently envisaged. Such matters,
however, are for the future. The immediate priority is to review and revise the currently drafted VALP, and to that end
WTC offers the following objections to matters which it considers need to be reviewed and revised before VALP would
be sound and consistent with relevant national planning policies.
0 Summary
Winslow Town Council considers that there are elements of the submission VALP which are unsound and need to be
modified. These are:
1. The allocation of sites in strategic settlements with made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans, contrary to national
policy.
2. Raising to 55% the increase in housing numbers for Winslow, the least sustainable of all the strategic settlements
3. Flaws in the Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding
4. Insufficient affordable housing on qualifying sites
5. Under-delivery of new homes in large villages
6. Understating the growth in population during the Plan period as about 35,000 rather than 60,000
1 Site specific allocation for housing growth
1.1 In Table 2 of the Vale of Aylesbury Plan, there is an allocation of a single site for housing growth in Winslow which
is contrary to:
(a) NPPF para 185 covering the key aim/promise of Neighbourhood Planning which enables communities to decide
where new homes should be located;
(b) various Ministerial Statements along the same lines; and
(c) para 1.20 of the proposed Submission VALP which confirms that made Neighbourhood Plans can determine how
development will take place in their area.
1.2 This aspect of the Plan is therefore unsound and not 'justified' as the most appropriate policy because it is not
consistent with national planning policy. It will be for WTC, with its made Neighbourhood Plan, to bring forward an
update and revision of Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) following the approval of VALP. The updated WNP,
following robust consultation with the local community, will need to identify how and where any housing growth required
in an agreed VALP is to be accommodated, including (if and where necessary) any extension to the WNP's settlement
boundary. Both Buckingham and Haddenham are also Strategic Settlements which have a Neighbourhood Plan, and in
which VALP has also identified allocated sites for housing development contrary to the same national planning policy.
1.3 This reflects previous correspondence from WTC to AVDC (dated 13th October 2017) on this very issue which
refers to the inspector's conclusions for the Maidstone Local Plan, where target housing numbers were seen as an
appropriate mechanism to use for an area with a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Proposed modification:
1.4 To meet WTC's objection this issue should be addressed by VALP stating the target figure of additional housing
that needs to be accommodated in an updated WNP, perhaps indicating that one option for locating this might be on
the identified land to the east of Great Horwood Road. An equivalent change also should be made to VALP in respect
of other areas which have a made or emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
2 Scale of housing growth for Winslow
2.1 In Table 2 and the allocation of Site ref WIN001 on page 126, the level of housing growth proposed for Winslow,
which WTC considers to be the least sustainable of the strategic settlements in the Vale (See WTC's initial Strategic
Settlements Sustainability Assessment, below), has apparently been increased arbitrarily to 55%. In the draft VALP,
the proposed growth was 50%, which the Town Council objected to as being, comparatively, unreasonable when
infrastructure provision was considered in relation to the other strategic settlements.
Aylesbury Vale Strategic Settlements Sustainability Assessment for VALP (by WTC)
Aylesbury
Buckingham
Haddenham
Wendover
Winslow
Housing
Close to areas with unmet housing need
3
1
5
4
2
Transport
Train to London, Birmingham, Oxford
4
1
5
4
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2
Express bus to nearby centres
5
4
3
1
3
Access to motorway network
3
4
5
3
1
Bypass for through traffic
3
4
5
4
1
Services
Extendable employment sites
5
4
3
2
1
Modern medical centre / surgery
4
3
5
2
1
Access to major retail / leisure / employment centre (Aylesbury or MK)
5
1
3
4
2
TOTAL SCORE
32
22
34
24
13
Each settlement is given a score from 1 to 5 in each row, with 5 representing the greatest level of sustainability.
2.2 The requirement for Winslow to deliver new homes, above those detailed in the WNP, has increased from 402 in
the draft VALP to 585 in the submission VALP, an increase of 45%. The housing growth proposed for Buckingham, the
second largest strategic settlement in the Vale, with its much stronger infrastructure compared with that of Winslow,
has seen its housing growth reduced from 2,612 (50%) in the draft VALP to 2,312 (45%) in the submission VALP.
These changes in the proposed growth figures are not explained, appear counter-intuitive and lack any rationale to
support them. A report to AVDC's Scrutiny Committee for VALP in September 2017 said that: the Council has worked
with town and parish councils to identify sites which can be allocated through revisions to their neighbourhood plans.
Winslow is not alone in being able to confirm that no such consultation took place. If the process has been simply to
establish a suitable site for housing growth and use its capacity as the level of housing growth to be proposed for a
community, then this process would appear to be fundamentally unsound.
Proposed modification:
2.3 WTC proposes that VALP should set a more reasonable and sustainable increase in the number of additional
homes within Winslow over and above the 35% increase already detailed in the made WNP. WTC suggests that an
increase of about 300 homes over and above those already provided for in the made WNP would be more appropriate
in the circumstances. It will be for a future revised WNP to determine, with the benefit of local public consultation,
where the additional housing should be located to achieve the required strategic housing provision.
3 Memorandum of Understanding
3.1 The Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between Aylesbury Vale DC, Wycombe DC, Chiltern
DC, South Bucks DC and Bucks Thames Valley LEP (mentioned in paragraph 1.12 of VALP) is, in WTC's opinion, a
flawed document. It is the MoU that seeks to justify the requirement for Aylesbury Vale to accommodate the unmet
need of 8000 additional homes elsewhere in the Bucks Housing Market Area.
3.2 The Agreement in the MoU in paragraph 2.1(d) states - That the following level of unmet housing need within
respective local plan periods up to 2033 will be accommodated in the Vale of Aylesbury Plan. This absolute agreement
by AVDC to accommodate 5,725 homes (21% of the VALP total) as unmet housing need from Chiltern and South
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Bucks in VALP, when those Districts' joint draft Local Plan will not be published until the middle of 2018 and when the
figure represents over 44% of the Full Objectively Assessed Need for Chiltern and South Bucks, appears to be an
unsound commitment. Similarly, the accommodation of 2,275 homes (8.3% of the VALP total), as unmet need for
Wycombe District, in light of the recent publication of the submission Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP), appears
equally unsound.
3.3 WTC believes that Wycombe District Council (WDC) has not recognised its duty and responsibility in these days of
'exceptional circumstances' for the effective delivery of housing, because it has not demonstrated a robust approach to
maximise the delivery of new housing within the District's boundary in order to meet its own Full Objectively Assessed
Need (FOAN). As a consequence, the WDLP has not followed a strategy which seeks to meet the District's FOAN for
new homes during the Plan period. This leads WTC to conclude that the plan has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound in respect of its provision for housing development. The following paragraphs explain why WTC has
come to this view.
3.4 WDLP Policy DM34 specifies that new housing developments should provide (WTC's emphasis in bold):
(a) Opportunities to enhance existing and provide new green infrastructure have been maximised, including delivering
long lasting measurable net gains.
(b) In all cases, development is required as a minimum to: Secure adequate buffers to valuable habitats and
(c) Achieve a future canopy cover of at least 25% of the site area on sites outside of the town centres and 0.5HA or
more
3.5 These requirements, together with other luxuries and 'nice to haves', significantly limit the area of developable land
for housing on allocated sites, and therefore limit the scale of housing development that can be accommodated. WTC
believes that this Policy cannot, under the prevailing circumstances, be justified as it does not represent the most
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives and is not based on proportionate evidence.
The Plan offers no justification for this highly questionable policy, which therefore leads WTC to the view that WDLP is
unsound in this respect.
Evidence
3.6 Paragraph 4.38 of the WDLP states The Council has thoroughly reviewed the scope for meeting its housing needs
within the District. However it does not consider the option of increasing housing densities in order to more fully meet
the District's FOAN. The WDLP includes large allocated sites for housing delivering less than 10 dwellings per hectare
e.g. - HW4 Abbey Barn 4 - 11.32 hectares - 100 homes at 8.8 dwellings per hectare (dph) and HW6 Gomm Valley and
Ashwells - 72.8 hectares - 530 homes at 7.3 dph.
3.7 By way of comparison, WNP, where AONB and Green Belt are not a consideration, delivers its housing growth on
identified sites at more than 30 dph and delivers satisfactory provision of green space for each housing development
site. Even taking into account the difficulties of the terrain in parts of the High Wycombe area, WTC believes that the
identified sites could be developed at appreciably higher densities than are currently proposed, and thereby absorb
more, if not all, of the District's FOAN. Similarly, it is WTC's belief that the Princes Risborough expansion area is
capable of delivering many more homes than are committed in the WDLP.
3.8 The WDLP only allocates 57 hectares of previously designated Green Belt land for housing, to deliver 1,100 new
homes at 19.3 dph. This represents a mere 0.4% of the District's Green Belt, in a District with 48% Green Belt,
amounting to over 14,000 hectares. Many LPAs in a similar position to WDC have recognised that, in order to meet the
housing need identified by the FOAN, it is necessary to recognise the 'exceptional circumstances*' and to reallocate
poorly performing areas of Green Belt for housing development in order to fully meet their own FOAN. A local example
of such an approach is South Oxfordshire's Local Plan, where re-designated Green Belt land will deliver 5,500 new
homes on 3 sites. Central Bedfordshire and Dacorum Councils are taking a similarly positive approach.
*The Housing Minister, Gavin Barwell, when speaking in relation to the Housing White Paper, said: "The green belt is
13% of the land. We can solve this crisis without having to take huge tracts out of the green belt. We are not going to
weaken the protections; we have a clear manifesto promise and there is no need to take huge tracts of land out of the
green belt to solve our housing crisis. They can take land out of the green belt in exceptional circumstances but they
should have looked at every other alternative first." [emphasis added]
3.9 Criticisms of the WDLP, such as those of a failure to positively plan to maximise housing delivery in order to meet
the FOAN and a reluctance to take a robust approach to the reallocation of poorly performing Green Belt land for
housing development, will almost certainly also apply to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. The MoU
is a
document which appears to invite housing overspill into Aylesbury Vale and lacks checks and balances to ensure any
unmet housing need has been demonstrably minimised.
Proposed modification:
3.10 The MoU (referenced in para 1.12) appears to be based on an unsound judgement of the opportunities that exist
for the three southern districts of Buckinghamshire to deliver a greater proportion of their own FOAN. Following further
detailed scrutiny of the figures in the MoU through the examination of the other relevant local plans, WTC believes that
the unmet need housing targets for Aylesbury Vale District should be reduced, or alternatively the time scale over
which those targets apply should be extended beyond the end of the plan period for VALP.
4 Affordable housing
4.1 The reduction in percentage and quantum of affordable housing to be delivered, compared with that previously
shown in the draft VALP, does not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing. The
draft VALP proposed 31% of affordable homes on qualifying sites, which would have yielded about 8,800 affordable
homes, whereas the submission VALP in Policy H1 only proposes 25% generating about 5,900 affordable homes.
Evidence from CPRE, the National Housing Federation, Shelter, the Institute for Public Policy Research etc are all
telling the same story, one of shortfalls of affordable housing delivery, more homelessness, an ever-increasing annual
housing benefit bill etc. WTC understands that the Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust (VAHT) has evidence that indicates
that the provision of 6,000 affordable homes in Aylesbury Vale over the 20 year plan period will be significantly less
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than demand. When a neighbouring authority (WDC) demands 40% affordable homes on qualifying greenfield sites,
why does VALP propose a very much lower target for the same Plan period within the same Bucks Housing Market
Area?
Evidence
4.2 WTC considers the following paragraphs of the Affordable Housing section of the VALP Housing Topic Paper
November 2017 in particular contain inaccuracies which have resulted in unsound conclusions regarding the
percentage of affordable homes to be delivered on qualifying sites.
4.5 As set out in the HEDNA December 2016 to establish the past trends and current estimates of the need for
affordable housing local authority data on homeless households and temporary accommodation, was considered
alongside census data on concealed households and overcrowding together with information from the English Housing
Survey, Housing Register and information from Housing benefit data on households unable to afford their housing
costs. Based on this information the study concluded that there are 3,311 households currently in affordable housing
need in the Buckinghamshire HMA who are unable to afford their own housing. Deducting those whose housing is not
suitable and households that will release their housing back into the market leaves a net need of a 1,150 households
who that are currently in affordable housing need who are unable to afford their own housing.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.3 On 8th December 2017 VAHT told WTC that:
"As of November 2017 there were nearly 3,900 applicants registered on Bucks Home Choice (BHC) within the
Aylesbury Vale. Of these just over 2,300 are in bands A to D and eligible for affordable rented housing in the Vale.
Around 1,600 are in band HO and may be eligible for rural exception properties or others with strict local connection
criteria."
4.4 And Bedfordshire Pilgrims Housing Association (BPHA), the organisation which manages the register for shared
ownership affordable homes in the Vale, told WTC that... the figures for Shared Ownership applicants for Aylesbury
Vale since 2015 (based on applicant requests for 2, 3, 4, 5 bedrooms) were:
2015 - 352
2016 - 434
2017 so far - 482
BPHA does not maintain a register of unmet need and these figures no longer appear to be available. When Catalyst
managed the Shared Ownership Register, they recorded unmet need figures of 407 in 2010 steadily rising to 1,048 in
2014.
4.5 So in the past 3 years about 1,300 applications for shared ownership properties have been recorded. Paragraph
1.48 of VALP states that over the past 5 years an average of 1,127 dwellings were built each year. Out of this total, an
average of 349 were affordable dwellings. With 25% of affordable homes allocated to shared ownership, over the past
5 years an average of just 87 shared ownership affordable properties have been delivered each year. This leaves an
unmet need figure for the past 3 years alone of over 1,000 plus the backlog from 2014 and earlier.
4.6 From the above data, WTC concludes that the current unmet need for all types of affordable homes in Aylesbury
Vale is over 5,000 and the evidence is of an increasing demand. Although this evidence would have been available to
AVDC and its consultants it does not appear to have been considered. WTC's evidence from those 'at the coal face'
indicates that the base figure for unmet need of 3,331 for all forms of affordable homes in December 2016 is incorrect.
Para 1.47 of VALP states: The total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice housing register waiting for a
social housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000. (WTC believes this figure only relates to Aylesbury Vale, as
opposed to the entire BHC area). This appears to suggest that no account was taken in the HEDNA of the need for
shared ownership affordable homes.
4.8 Government requirements now prohibit the requirement for affordable housing applying to housing sites of 10 or
less dwellings. As this is expected to be a significant proportion of new housing development in Aylesbury Vale the
percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased to 25% to allow the total requirement of 4,200 affordable
dwellings for the district to be achieved. This is of course provided that the proportion of affordable required does not
generally render proposed housing developments in Aylesbury Vale unviable on the basis of paragraph 173 of the
NPPF.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.7 This paragraph (4.8, above) only takes account of the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale and takes no account of the unmet
need of 8,000 for the District Councils in the south of the County, where the LPAs are expecting delivery of affordable
homes in accordance with their Local Plans. Wycombe's draft Local Plan requires 40% affordable homes on their own
greenfield sites. If, say, 35% of the 8,000 unmet need homes included in VALP were required to be affordable, and if
85% of them were on qualifying sites, this would result in an additional requirement of about 2,400 affordable homes,
resulting in a total of 6,600 affordable homes (representing about 29% of all new homes), not 5,900 as proposed by
VALP. For the overall percentage delivery of affordable homes to be based solely on the Vale's requirements, when
29% of housing delivery will be for unmet need from other Districts, is a flawed approach and therefore unsound.
4.9 The council has engaged consultants Dixon Searle Partnership to advise it on viability. They have concluded that
the 25% affordable housing requirement should be viable in almost all cases. They have further advised that the
affordable housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. The council has therefore set the 25%
requirement as a minimum in the proposed affordable housing policy which will allow a higher provision where justified
by viability. The viability information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified.
[VALP Housing Topic Paper November 2017]
4.8 WTC believes that the evidence in the submission VALP proves that a minimum figure much higher than 25%
should be viable in almost all cases. As referred to above, Paragraph 1.48 of VALP advises that average annual
housing delivery in the Vale for the past 5 years was 1,127, of which 349 was the average annual delivery of affordable
homes. This represents a 31% delivery of new affordable homes across qualifying and non-qualifying sites.
4.9 In Paragraph 4.8 of the VALP Housing Topic Paper it says:
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...the percentage of affordable housing needs to be increased ... . As 31% affordable homes has been delivered over
all sites for the past 5 years this must mean that the percentage delivery figure on qualifying sites has been appreciably
more than 31%. So a target higher than 31% has been shown to be viable.
4.10 Strategic communities with made Neighbourhood Plans in the Vale require at least 35% affordable housing
delivery on qualifying sites. For both Winslow and Buckingham, for those sites identified in respective Neighbourhood
Plans where planning applications have been approved or submitted, no issue as to the viability of the 35% figure has
been raised.
4.11 Notwithstanding the above evidence that viability can be achieved at 35%, and there is more than sufficient
demand at that level, the consultant's report in the Housing Topic Paper, para 4.9, only indicates - the affordable
housing requirement of 30% could be viable in some cases. AVDC then erroneously concludes - The viability
information is however clear that a requirement higher than 30% would not be justified. WTC considers this to be
another unsound element underpinning the highly questionable 25% delivery figure for affordable housing proposed in
VALP.
4.12 Finally WTC considers that setting a minimum target for affordable housing is not appropriate as developers will
seek to design to such a minimum rather than deliver anything higher. It would be more prudent to set a realistic but
challenging target percentage to be delivered - and accept that developers may be able to demonstrate viability
problems in meeting the target in full on some specific sites.
Proposed modification:
4.13 WTC considers that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is
therefore unsound. WTC proposes that VALP be modified to set a minimum of 35% affordable housing delivery on
qualifying sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the viable delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more
problematic than for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield
housing sites and a minimum 30% for brownfield sites.
5 Accommodating demographic growth in second-tier settlements
5.1 In VALP para 3.20 it is stated that
The settlement hierarchy is based on an assessment of population size, settlement connectivity and the availability of
employment and other services and facilities. A draft settlement hierarchy has been consulted on, and a number of
changes have been made to the conclusions as a result of comments received. A report has been produced setting out
how the settlement hierarchy was established which is available on the Council's website. The proposed settlement
hierarchy is set out in Table 2, along with the amount of housing to be accommodated at each settlement. The
allocations for each settlement are based on the capacity of the settlement to accommodate housing growth, rather
than a blanket percentage increase on existing housing stock as was previously proposed in the draft Plan. [WTC's
emphasis added]
5.2 The emphasised section above appears to be flawed because the Plan gives no account of how the Plan has
robustly established "the capacity of each settlement to accommodate housing growth." It is important to bear in mind
that the district-wide housing growth in VALP is 36% without the buffer and total growth of 40% across the district
including the buffer. Table 2 simply indicates the total amount of housing development per settlement as
completions/commitments plus any allocations. Of the 11 larger villages (Stoke Mandeville is omitted because, we are
informed, it is included in the Aylesbury figures), defined as such in the settlement hierarchy because of their superior
infrastructure, only 5 have any allocations. Of those 11 larger villages, 8 are expected to deliver less than 20% housing
growth. Four of them are not even expected to meet their own demographic growth to 2033. These are Stone
(population over 2,600) 3.4% housing growth, Ivinghoe (population 1,000) 4.6%, Long Crendon (pop over 2,500) 9.5%
and Wing (pop over 2,800) - 10.9%. Only Steeple Claydon with a 22.8% increase and Aston Clinton with a 40.3%
increase in homes exceed 20% growth, whilst Waddesdon (including Fleet Marston) has 20% growth. The second tier
in the Plan's settlement hierarchy comprises all the larger, more sustainable villages that have at least reasonable
access to facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations for development [WTC's
emphasis added]. A Local Plan which does not demand that these second tier settlements should provide housing
growth that meets their individual demographic growth as a minimum during the Plan period, would appear to be
unsound.
Proposed modification:
5.3 WTC proposes that VALP be modified to require all 'large villages' to deliver appreciably more than the basic figure
for demographic growth during the Plan period, bearing in mind that Aylesbury Vale is a growth area and that districtwide housing growth is more than 36%.
6 Population growth expectations
6.1 Para 1.35 of the submission VALP states that during the Plan period there will be a growth in population of about
35,000 (once allowance has been made for the growth which took place between 2011 and 2013). With growth of
27,300 homes in the Plan period, this figure for population growth appears to be under-stated. WTC drew attention to
this at the draft VALP stage, but has received no explanation for the apparent discrepancy, nor any correction of it in
the submission Plan.
Proposed modification:
6.2 The expected increase in the population of Aylesbury Vale in the plan period should be stated more accurately to
be in excess of 60,000 based on the number of additional homes proposed.
7 Examination in Public
7.1 AVDC is asked to note that Winslow Town Council wishes to participate in the
Examination in Public.
Sean Carolan
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Deputy Clerk
Summary:

The reduction in percentage and quantum of affordable housing to be delivered, compared with that previously shown
in the draft VALP, does not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing.

Change to Plan

WTC considers that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is therefore
unsound. WTC proposes that VALP be modified to set a minimum of 35% affordable housing delivery on qualifying
sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the viable delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more problematic than
for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield housing sites and a
minimum 30% for brownfield sites.
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Attachments:
1431_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Barwood Land and Estates [32310]

Agent:

Chilmark Consulting Ltd (Mike Taylor) [29509]

Full Text:

Please find the enclose representations and covering letter with respect to the current Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:
Proposed Submission consultation.

Summary:

The approach taken in the HEDNA (as the key evidence base for policy H1) is inconsistent with the
standard and industry accepted approach to the definition and calculation of affordable housing
needs in accordance with the NPPG and practice elsewhere.
The proposed affordable housing requirement does not represent the full affordable housing need for
the District. The policy will not be effective in meeting affordable housing needs arising over the plan
period.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Please see the enclosed representation response.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy NE5 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S2 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy H1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S3 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy T1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Site Omission FLM001 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Proposed Submission VALP - BLEL 141217.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy D1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Unclear whether the proposed requirement will deliver sufficient scale to meet true affordable need.

Change to Plan
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Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i

Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
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Respondent: W K Boxhall [28450]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service (Mr Staurt
Gowanlock) [32219]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached a letter containing our representations in relation to Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

We are supportive of this policy and, in particular, any measures that will increase the supply of affordable housing in
locations where we have fire stations that operate under the 'on-call' or 'day crew' duty systems which require
firefighters to live in close proximity to fire stations. We are finding it increasingly difficult to find new staff in many of
these locations as rising house and rental prices have placed housing beyond the reach of many people in the
demographic and occupational groups from which we typically recruit.

Change to Plan

N/A
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No

Legal?
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Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Gowanlock Stuart 32219 BFRS Response.pdf
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy requires a 'minimum of 25%' affordable homes. This is a reduction from the figure of 31% in the Draft VALP
however again, there appears to be limited justification for the new figure and also its treatment as a minimum
requirement, therefore until this is appropriately evidenced based, this element of the policy is not considered to be
justified.
The independent consultant cannot be independent if chosen solely by the Council; it must be chosen by the Council
and Applicant, from a selected shortlist.
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Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

The wording of Draft Policy H1 proposes to set a minimum contribution of 25%
affordable homes. It is considered that inclusion of the word 'minimum' will not provide
developers with clarity as to the actual quantum of affordable provision needed to
design a policy compliant scheme. Indeed, it is possible to interpret the semantics of this
policy as inferring that developments shall be expected to provide affordable housing
beyond the 25% level, with the upper limit simply being the threshold of viability.

Change to Plan

To
reduce the potential for misinterpretation, we would recommend that the policy be reworded
to clarify that residential developments (of 11 or more dwellings) will be required
to provide 25% affordable homes on site, unless the applicant advises that a proposal is
unviable in the light of the above policy requirement (as supported by an open-book
assessment).
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Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
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Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

The wording of Draft Policy H1 proposes to set a minimum contribution of 25%
affordable homes. It is considered that inclusion of the word 'minimum' will not provide
developers with clarity as to the actual quantum of affordable provision needed to
design a policy compliant scheme.
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Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

policy as drafted is not considered justified and lacks sufficient precision to aid implementation. The reference to 'a
minimum' introduces ambiguity as it suggests instances where higher levels of affordable housing will be sought with
no upper limit, although there are no indications as to when this circumstance may occur. One of the core planning
principles of the NPPF is that plans should provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning
applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and accuracy. We therefore suggest that the policy should
be amended to 'up to' 25% affordable homes onsite.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being sanctioned above
any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar submissions and be
possibly contrary to national policy.
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The Granborough Parish Council (GPC) has considered the PROPOSED SUBMISSION - VALE OF AYLESBURY
LOCAL PLAN 2013- 2033 (VALP) and wishes to make the following observations.
1. The GPC welcomes the revised submission to be submitted in early 2018 as it believes that Aylesbury Vale District
Council has taken regard to many of the comments made during the 2016 consultation exercise. The GPC also notes
that the comments made on the earlier draft will be passed to the Inspector at the time of the Inspection, hence the
GPC does not intend to repeat some of the comments it made in 2016.
2. The GPC fully recognises the need for the plan to be submitted early in 2018
3. The GPC is particularly pleased to note that in respect of Granborough and other smaller settlements/villages that
the proposal to specify the number of properties to be built has been replaced with the concept that the growth in such
smaller villages will be met through a combination of sites allocated in a neighbourhood plan (if one exists) and on sites
coming forward as part of the development management process. The GPC does however still have some concerns
about the cumulative impact of such development where smaller villages share limited infrastructure, in particular
schools. The concern is that this may result in children in the smaller villages, without schools, being displaced from the
normal catchment schools due them being filled by children from the development in the locality of the school.
4. The GPC is concerned as to the figures proposed of 25% for affordable housing as part of developments of over 11
properties (gross) or 0.3 ha. This figure would appear to be lower than that being proposed by other neighbouring local
authorities. As the provision of affordable housing would appear to be essential to maintain existing communities due
to the high price of housing, the GPC would wish to see consideration being given to increasing this percentage to
30%. GPC is concerned that there appears to be nothing in the VALP which will actively deliver affordable housing to
smaller villages where the proposed (albeit welcomed) policies are aimed to prevent the development of sites of a scale
to generate a need for affordable housing. We appear to be in a "catch 22" situation where a smaller village recognises
the need for a small number of affordable housing to allow people to remain in the village, but these cannot be provided
5. The GPC is still concerned as to the overall impact on the plan of meeting the unmet need from the other
Buckinghamshire Districts. Whilst GPC recognises the need to cooperate, it still believes that the apparent willingness
of AVDC to accommodate some 8000 properties which are over and above the number identified as being needed in
AVDC has an overall negative impact on the viability and acceptability of the VALP. It is the acceptance of this number
of properties by AVDC which has meant that AVDC has had to identify sites which are, at the very least, unpopular with
local communities and in some circumstances contrary to the declared wishes of local communities as contained in
their approved neighbourhood plans.
One of the reasons why other authorities are claiming that they cannot meet their identified housing need is by
proposing low housing densities, and thus not maximising the sites available to them even having regard to the
constraints of green belt and AONB's. The proposed housing densities for Wycombe appear far lower than proposed by
AVDC hence GPC believes that AVDC has at this time made over-provision for properties which the other DC's could
accommodate, if they proposed higher densities. This must bring into question the soundness of neighbouring local
plan proposals, whilst at the same time indicating that AVDC can accommodate them.
The GPC is extremely concerned about the need to review the VALP within a very short time of its adoption to
accommodate further government requirements for housing. If the proposed unmet need figures from the other DC's
are accepted, this could be taken as an acceptance that these authorities are "full" and will look for yet further
development in AVDC to meet identified need in their areas which are in the main serving London and the Thames
corridor. The GPC's concerns are further exacerbated by the proposals for the Oxford - Cambridge Express way which
will generate the demand from Government for even more housing and commercial sites to be identified in the
centre/north of AVDC on a scale which will potentially dwarf those required so far. Implicit in this is the prospect that
AVDC could be seen as a prime area for massive scale development simply because it is currently rural and does not
have the benefit of statutory protection.

Summary:

The GPC is concerned as to the figures proposed of 25% for affordable housing as part of developments of over 11
properties (gross) or 0.3 ha. This figure would appear to be lower than that being proposed by other neighbouring local
authorities. As the provision of affordable housing would appear to be essential to maintain existing communities due
to the high price of housing, the GPC would wish to see consideration being given to increasing this percentage to
30%. GPC is concerned that there appears to be nothing in the VALP which will actively deliver affordable housing to
smaller villages where the proposed (albeit welcomed) policies are aimed to prevent the development of sites of a scale
to generate a need for affordable housing. We appear to be in a "catch 22" situation where a smaller village recognises
the need for a small number of affordable housing to allow people to remain in the village, but these cannot be provided
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N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
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Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1913 - 32193 - H1 Affordable housing - iv

1913
5. Housing

Object
H1 Affordable housing

homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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either on the basis of needs or viability.
Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning principles set out in the NPPF and
the requirement established in paragraph 17

Change to Plan
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In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the word "minimum" is removed. This
will provide the necessary certainty required of such a policy for both decision maker and applicant.
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Behrendt, Mark 32193,House Builders Federation HBF rep VALP Reg 19 Dec 2017 REDACT.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

We therefore consider that the Council should strongly consider incorporating reference to Starter Homes
as part of the affordable housing requirement. This would allow for a wider range of people to access affordable
housing and be in accordance with both the evidence base of the Viability Assessment and
national objectives under the HWP.
Based on the above, we consider that Policy H1 is unsound as the policy is unjustified in terms of its
evidence base and inconsistent with national policy.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy H1: The Council should consider a lower percentage of affordable housing
requirement based on the evidence as set out in the Viability Assessment.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1961b_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

There is scope for the Council to consider a lower percentage of affordable housing provision. Viability testing will need
to be considered on a case by case basis. The Council should strongly consdier incorporating reference to Starter
Homes as part of the affordable housing requirement. This would allow for a wider range of people to access affordable
housing and be in accordance with the evidence base of the Viability Assessment and national objectives under the
HWP. We consider that Policy H1 is unsound as the policy is unjustified in terms of its evidence base and inconsistent
with national policy.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy H1: The Council should consider a lower percentage of affordable housing requirement based on the
evidence as set out in the Viability Assessment.
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Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
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Full Text:

N/A

REF: MMO006
VALP Methodology
I moved to Maids Moreton at the end of January 2017. I had been seeking peace and quiet and improved air quality, in
order to recuperate from a long illness. Partly because of this illness, 7 years elapsed before I was able to move, during
which time I consulted a great many planning documents, SHLAAs, minutes from meetings, etc. at all levels of
administration. So, while I am a newcomer to this area, I am more familiar than most with the labyrinthine nature of
strategic planning in the SE of England.
I have recently tried to consider as many documents as possible relating to the VALP but to have to read the equivalent
of a number of academic texts in less than six weeks is an impossibly tall order. In addition to the VALP itself, in its
assorted incarnations, the other significant document in this matter has been Buckingham Town Council's response to
the VALP. (As summarised in the document at (09/12/2017) https://www.buckingham-tc.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/171211-ExFC-Appendix-A-1.pdf ) I here endorse all the objections made in that document,
noting that these objections predominantly focus on a general unsoundness in the VALP.
In addition, I wish to express objections more specifically, under three headings: Community, Services and Facilities,
and Environment and well-being.
Community
Neighbouring places need some neighbourliness between neighbours in lived reality. Not only are the VALP housing
allocations for Buckingham and Maids Moreton distinctly UNneighbourly in their excessiveness (in relation to other,
similarly sized, communities), but these plans are already fostering divisions between both individual neighbours and
between communities. It is also unneighbourly to skew housing matters in favour of landowners and developers rather
than, more properly, in favour of local tax-paying residents. Therefore, I also strongly object to the VALP on the
grounds of unneighbourliness.
Related to this is the matter of planned affordable housing. It should be a matter of some urgency to receive
assurances from AVDC that developers will not use "viability assessments" to reduce agreed allocations. No resident
can truly benefit from such practices, and increased social divisions and inequalities are likely to appear in
consequence, as families fracture and connections are severed. Therefore, I also object to the VALP on the grounds of
inadequate safeguarding of adequate provision for affordable and social housing.
Services and facilities
Contrary to the statement at the VALP para 4.151, Maids Moreton is far from "moderately well served with services and
facilities". None of the three community buildings - church, hall and pub, can currently accommodate all the local
residents. We will all have to go into Buckingham to discuss any problems arising in Maids Moreton. There are no other
local services other than veterinarian. Every local resident must go to Buckingham, or further, to meet their every
domestic need. Local public services are already overstretched: a 60% increase in demand by Maids Moreton residents
for medical, social, and educational services will increase the strain, perhaps to breaking point. All Buckingham
residents will be affected. Local public transport is already inadequate, most particularly for residents of Maids Moreton.
A local bus every 2 hours is a token service at best. The most likely future scenario is a significant increase in personal
car use, on an already inadequate local road system. All Buckingham residents will be affected.
Local health services are also greatly stretched, one indicator being the current waiting time for urgent blood testing.
Again, inadequate health care provision will affect all Buckingham residents.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds of its inadequate plans for supportive infrastructures.
Environment and Well-being
Any development, whatever its size, will result in increased noise, air, and light pollutions, both during construction and
during subsequent occupation. I take little comfort from the VALP paragraphs 8.46 & 47 that residents should not be
"unreasonably" harmed, and would like to have explained exactly what level (and quality) of harm to residents is
considered "reasonable".
Noise and light pollutions infringe on personal privacy, increase stress, interfere with sleep, and therefore negatively
impact on both mental health and physical well being, and so seriously compromise an individual's, or indeed a
community's, quality of life. Again, the VALP offers no assurances: on the one hand much new road building is
mentioned through the document, and yet the writers also, at paras 9.38 and 39, for instance, mention a "less than
significant" impact on air quality, without satisfactorily demonstrating how this will be achieved, nor indeed defining
"significance" in this context.
Therefore, I strongly object to the VALP on the grounds it is highly likely to prove physically and mentally injurious as
well as environmentally deleterious.
Concluding remarks.
In conclusion, I must note that the VALP is but one of many such documents across the SE, all hastily contrived, many
riddled with sophistry and obvious opportunism, and all constantly prone to constant abridgement, as with the South
East plan, or multiple revisions, as indeed has been this VALP. This seems to be true at every level of 'strategic'
planning, from the government's own piecemeal and toothless legislation, down to the (always unfinished) work of the
(unpaid and put upon) volunteers who constitute our parish councils. I have no confidence whatever that my needs, or
those of my neighbours, will ever be met by such a shambolic and byzantine system, so open to venality and so lacking
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in real knowledge of and sympathy with real tax-payers.
Summary:

Related to this is the matter of planned affordable housing. It should be a matter of some urgency to receive
assurances from AVDC that developers will not use "viability assessments" to reduce agreed allocations. No resident
can truly benefit from such practices, and increased social divisions and inequalities are likely to appear in
consequence, as families fracture and connections are severed. Therefore, I also object to the VALP on the grounds of
inadequate safeguarding of adequate provision for affordable and social housing.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

As drafted we are of the view that Policy H1 cannot be said to satisfy the
requirements at paragraphs 173 and 174 of the NPPF which require LPAs to,
inter alia, give full consideration to viability, taking into account the cumulative
effect of "all existing and proposed local standards, supplementary planning
documents and policies that support the development plan, when added to
nationally required standards". We further note Paragraph 175 of the Framework
encourages LPAs to work up and test proposed CIL charges, alongside the
preparation of the Local Plan.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.
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Attachments:
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
2071_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Michelle Hughes [30145]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
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Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

affordable housing to be delivered, detailed in Policy H1 compared with that previously shown in the draft VALP, does
not appear rational when there is a recognised national shortage of such housing. Consortium understands that the
Vale of Aylesbury Housing Trust has evidence which indicates that the provision of 6,000 affordable homes in
Aylesbury Vale over the 20 year plan period will be significantly less than required. Consistently the message has been
the need to build more affordable homes, not less.

Change to Plan

5.13 Proposed modification:
It appears that, in respect of affordable homes delivery, VALP has not been positively prepared and is therefore
unsound. NBPPC would propose that VALP be modified to include a figure of a minimum of 35% affordable housing
delivery on qualifying sites. Alternatively, in recognition that the delivery of brownfield sites for housing can be more
problematic than for greenfield sites, it could be more realistic to specify a minimum 40% for qualifying greenfield sites
and a minimum 30% for brownfield sites which qualify for housing development. This would have the merit of
recognising the issue and reducing viability challenges.
Further, in respect of affordable housing requirements in communities with made neighbourhood plans, NBPPC would
propose that regardless of the final agreed percentage figure for affordable housing there should be an addendum as
follows; 'If any policy in a made neighbourhood plan for the area in question proposes a higher percentage, then that
higher percentage will be required.'
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Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 NBPPC DRAFT FULL REPRESENTATION TO THE SUBMISSION VALP FINAL.pdf
Culverhouse, Geoff 29662 ]VALP response 121217 Cov Ltr.pdf
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Respondent: Malvern Homes Limited [32330]

Agent:

RCA Regeneration Ltd (Mr Gareth Sibley) [32238]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENTS

Summary:

We disagree with the requirement for affordable dwellings to be
delivered on sites over 0.3ha. We would recommend the ministerial statements 1000sq.m threshold
is used. This has been adopted by many Local Authorities when drafting Local Plans.

Change to Plan

Residential developments of 11 or more dwelling or have a maximum combined gross floor space of more than
1,000sq.m will be required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site. In addition:
a. The type, size, tenure and location of affordable housing will be agreed with the Council, taking account of the
Council's most up-to-date evidence on housing need and any available evidence regarding local market conditions.
b. Where an applicant advises that a proposal is unviable in the light of the above policy requirement, other policy
requirements, specific site characteristics and other financial factors, an open book financial appraisal of the
development should be provided by the applicant which will then be independently assessed at the expense of the
applicant.
c. Exceptionally affordable housing provision may be provided off-site or a financial contribution made in lieu of such
provision. This will need to be justified as an exception to normal policy as part of the planning application.
d. Where a site forms part of a larger site of a size which is capable of being developed, the affordable housing
requirements will be applied on a cumulative basis.
e. The affordable homes will be expected to be integrated throughout the development site in accordance with the
adopted Supplementary Planning Document. Further details regarding the implementation of this policy will be provided
in the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document.
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Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form NE2.pdf
Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form H1.pdf
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Respondent: Melvyn Gibbons [30831]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Our Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable Development.
Building too many houses in too small an area will undoubtedly lead to further traffic problems and will present more
problems for the town centre leading to economic stagnation.
3.22
Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements.
We need to preserve and not seek to preserve the open spaces between settlements, for example the planned
developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will mean that the villages of Stoke Mandeville and Weston
Turville will now coalesce with the town of Aylesbury.
4.14
Aylesbury Town
Centre
The future plans of Aylesbury town centre should consider the effect that more housing in the area will lead to more
traffic problems in the town and particularly around the gyratory system and therefore this part of the plan is not
effective.
4.16
Aylesbury Transport System (ATS)
Major parts of the orbital strategy are aspirational and therefore should not form the basis for transport modelling when
they may not happen for years if at all. Therefore this part of the plan cannot be effective.
4.17
Interventions including outer link roads
The currently planned link roads are very unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre and the addition of a further
16,000 houses will further add to the traffic problems and again this part of the plan is not effective.
D-AGT1
South Aylesbury
This part of the plan creates coalescence between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and placing a further 1000 homes
on the proposed South East Aylesbury Link Road area would add more traffic on to the roads in the area and
particularly the gyratory system and cannot be effective.
D-AGT4
Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A43 and the gyratory system will be severe and cannot be effective.
Policy HI
Affordable Housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.

Summary:

All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing for the local younger families and not just 20% as planned
for the ACDCs Woodlands project. This could potentially become the norm for other developers and therefore cannot
be justified in this important aspect.
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Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
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The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current developments in Weston Turville. I
understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development, sponsored by the council, provides
only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others to ignore the government's
guideline.
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Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This policy advises that residential development of 11 or more dwellings gross or
sites of 0.3 ha or more will be required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable
homes on site and subject to 5 criteria.
Affordable housing is strongly supported in our feedback to date. As explained above
the public's views on the mix of provision (including tenure) has yet to be finalised.
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Full Text:
Dear Sirs,
The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ("VALP")
My comments on specific areas of the draft Plan are as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 - Sustainable development
Placing 16,000 houses in a relatively small area with an incomplete and partly 'aspirational' road
network will only lead to congestion and stagnation. If the traffic situation is bad, people will simply
not want to live in Aylesbury, work in Aylesbury or shop in Aylesbury.
3.15 - New settlement
AVDC should be forward looking and should be working with national government to leverage the
huge opportunities presented by infrastructure provision envisaged by the National Infrastructure
Commission regarding East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
The western end of EWR is due for delivery within the draft VALP horizon. It does not appear to
have been considered adequately in the draft VALP.
Recommendation 4 of the National Infrastructure Commission's interim report says, in relation to
the East West Rail and Oxford - Cambridge Expressway projects:
"To fully maximise the benefits of the project local authorities should recognise the transformational
benefits of East West Rail and develop and agree, working with national government, an ambitious
strategy for housing development and deliver around stations and station towns." (my emphasis)
The proposed route options for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway should be properly considered.
Option A (the 'green route') passes just to the North of Aylesbury
Option B (the 'purple route') passes between Aylesbury and Bicester, running parallel with the East
West Rail route.
Why wouldn't you consider a new settlement next to infrastructure that is being funded by national
government? It is surely the most sensible solution to the need for extra housing. I cannot see any
attempt in the VALP to work with national government to deliver a forward looking solution. What
is presented is a piecemeal plan, driven by developers'' profit motives.
Aylesbury deserves better than this. The VALP is inward‐looking in this regard. What is being
presented is a poor piece of work. It is simply not good enough.
Interventions - Link Roads
Many parts of the link roads forming the proposed orbital route are said to be 'aspirational'. This
means that they are not funded. Who is supposed to be paying for them? Will they ever be built?
Even those parts of the orbital route that are supposedly funded, will be built at different times. The
whole thing will not be opened in one go. What consideration has been given to the effect on traffic
of a partly completed road system?
Site D‐AGT1 - South Aylesbury
In the SEALR consultation, the South East Aylesbury Link Road is shown as passing through
undeveloped fields.
In the draft VALP, the SEALR isn't shown, but the area is shown covered in more houses. The traffic
from the houses has to be catered for. How is this traffic supposed to access the SEALR? There are
no junctions shown in the SEALR plans that I can see.
This is yet another example of the left hand not knowing (or caring) what the right hand is doing. It
is incredibly poor infrastructure planning. Again, what traffic modelling has been done to assess the
effect of 2,000 houses on what is supposed to be a strategic link route?
Policy H1 - Affordable housing
All large developments must provide at least 30% affordable housing, or serviced self‐build plots on
which younger people can build for themselves.
Even the council's own development at Woodlands ignores this basic requirement and only requires
20%. If the council ignores this need, the developers will take the council's lead and ignore it as
well.
It is simply not satisfactory for developers to say that 'up to' X% of affordable housing will be
provided. 'Up to' can mean 0% percent.
It really worries me that ignoring the needs of those who want to get onto the housing ladder, will
deny Aylesbury the opportunity to be home for the younger people that every town needs.
Summary:

must provide at least 30% affordable housing, or serviced self‐build plots
Even the council's own development at Woodlands ignores this basic requirement and only requires
20%. If the council ignores this need, the developers will take the council's lead and ignore it as
well.
It is simply not satisfactory for developers to say that 'up to' X% of affordable housing will be
provided. 'Up to' can mean 0% percent.
It really worries me that ignoring the needs of those who want to get onto the housing ladder
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Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2487 - 32091 - H1 Affordable housing - None

2487

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Wycombe District Council (Charlotte Morris)
[32091]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

HOUSING: This Memorandum of Understanding identifies that AVDC falls within the same Housing Market Area as
Wycombe District Council as part of a Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area. Based on the December 2016 HEDNA
Update and Bucks HEDNA Addendum September 2017 the Objectively Assessed Need for the Bucks Housing Market
Area is 45,500 dwellings, of which 19,400 is for Aylesbury Vale and 13,200 is for Wycombe District. Through capacity
work we have identified an unmet housing need of 2,275 dwellings that cannot be accommodated within the district due
to the land supply constraints that exist. The Memorandum of Understanding agrees that this unmet housing need will
be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale. We note there is an error within the VALP which identifies 2,250 dwellings for
Wycombe's unmet housing need. We ask that this is corrected to be that set out in the July 2017 Memorandum of
Understanding for 2,275 dwellings. We welcome the flexibility built into the VALP housing supply with a 5.2% buffer.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING: The Memorandum of Understanding identifies that affordable housing policies in VALP will
secure a proportion of affordable housing as part of delivering unmet housing needs from other plan areas within the
Bucks HMA (including Wycombe District). Policy H1 of the VALP sets out residential developments of 11 or more
dwellings gross, or sites of 0.3ha or more will be required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site.
Currently it is unclear what this will deliver in terms of potential affordable housing supply and whether sufficient
affordable housing will be provided to meet the proportion of unmet housing needs to be accommodated in Aylesbury
Vale from Wycombe District. It would be helpful if this could be clarified either in the VALP or the supporting evidence
base.
EMPLOYMENT: Aylesbury Vale falls within the same Functional Economic Market (FEMA) area as Wycombe District
as part of the Bucks wide FEMA. We support that the VALP identifies there is sufficient employment land available in
Aylesbury Vale to meet the overall forecast employment land needs across the FEMA, taking into account undersupply
within Wycombe District. The Memorandum of Understanding identifies our plans will adopt a "precautionary and
flexible approach to economic development including ensuring allocations are flexible to adjust to changes in the
market". In light of this Policy E1 part c identifies that main town centre uses will not be supported on key employment
sites, except as ancillary facilities to service a key employment site. The NPPF includes 'offices' as a main town centre
use therefore this policy should be amended to take this into consideration. The references to the Bucks HEDNA,
throughout the employment land chapter are also incorrect, e.g. para. 4.174 1st sentence should refer to the Bucks
HEDNA Update, December 2016 (not 2015). Bucks HEDNA Addendum (para. 4.175) was produced by Atkins and ORS
and was published in September 2017. Para. 4.176 refers to a property market review by the LEP. This is included as
Appendix A of the HEDNA Addendum (September 2017). References should be checked accordingly.
CONCLUSION: Wycombe District Council is satisfied that the tests of legal compliance and soundness have been
met but have identified some comments for consideration as set out above. As part of the Duty to Co-operate we will
continue to actively engage until the plan is submitted for examination.

Summary:

Policy H1 of the VALP sets out residential developments of 11 or more dwellings gross, or sites of 0.3ha or more will be
required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site. Currently it is unclear what this will deliver in terms of
potential affordable housing supply and whether sufficient affordable housing will be provided to meet the proportion of
unmet housing needs to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale from Wycombe District. It would be helpful if this could
be clarified either in the VALP or the supporting evidence base.

Change to Plan

Policy H1 of the VALP
sets out residential developments of 11 or more dwellings gross, or sites of 0.3ha or more
will be required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site. Currently it is
unclear what this will deliver in terms of potential affordable housing supply and whether
sufficient affordable housing will be provided to meet the proportion of unmet housing needs
to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale from Wycombe District. It would be helpful if this
could be clarified either in the VALP or the supporting evidence base.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Morris, Charlotte 32091 Wycombe DC.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2510 - 32144 - H1 Affordable housing - None

2510

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Unknown (Mr Peter Bantham) [32144]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy

Change to Plan

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2510 - 32144 - H1 Affordable housing - None

2510

Object

5. Housing

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

H1 Affordable housing

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2622 - 31946 - H1 Affordable housing - None

2622

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

The Town Council wishes to challenge the soundness of H1 in its ability to meet the need for affordable housing in
AVDC and in particular within the BNDP Area and the north of the district. A number of neighbourhood plans in the
north of the district have a requirement of 35% affordable housing. Details provided for neighbouring district
requirements too. It is submitted that AVDC has not considered all evidence, just the commissioned report and
therefore the H1 is unsound in that it will not be able to meet unmet need both existing and future for affordable housing

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2626_redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2632 - 32366 - H1 Affordable housing - None

2632

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

The Town Council wishes to challenge the soundness of H1 in its ability to meet the need for affordable housing in
AVDC and in particular within the BNDP Area and the north of the district. A number of neighbourhood plans in the
north of the district have a requirement of 35% affordable housing. Details provided for neighbouring district
requirements too. It is submitted that AVDC has not considered all evidence, just the commissioned report and
therefore the H1 is unsound in that it will not be able to meet unmet need both existing and future for affordable housing

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Stuchbury, Robin 32366, Buckingham Town Council 31945 - Final Buckingham Town Council response.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2664 - 28880 - H1 Affordable housing - None

2664

Object

5. Housing

H1 Affordable housing

Respondent: Mr Peter Hoare [28880]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs, I write to express my deeply felt concerns regarding the
various proposals forming the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
With
the current developments in and around the County Town, traffic and
movement is pretty bad, pollution can only rise and form additional
hotspots to those which exist already. I feel that a number of
Sections have a linkage-- more houses, more vehicles on our already
overcrowded roads. Side roads in residential areas are already a
nightmare during evenings and weekends. How long will it be before
the" Vale" is covered entirely with houses and inadequate
roads?
I fear the worst possible outcome and although at 81
years of age I'm way past my sell by date, my concerns cover future
generations as well as the difficulties that exist at the moment.
Of the various sections in the plan 3.3, 4.16, 4.17, D-AGTI, D-AGT3, and
Policy H1 are of particular concern which I feel do not provide
effective solutions or are totally inadequate for the development proposals.
Yours Faithfully,
Mr P.J.Hoare

Summary:

Policy H1 does not provide effective solutions or is totally inadequate for the development proposals.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Hoare, Peter 28880.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1204 - 31096 - 5.14 - None

1204

Object

5. Housing

5.14

Respondent: Mr David Dilly [31096]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

VALP is UNSOUND an ineffective when judged by the provision of truly affordable housing in rural communities both by
past outcomes and by what is being proposed in the draft plan
In the last four decades, AVDC has failed to enable the construction of progressively affordable homes for the yound
residents of this Brill community (to rest, lease or buy). This draft VALP offers no prospect that dearth of supply
changing in the future (Brill has no officer-led, centrally-selected sites identified in the HELLA survey).
This combined ambiguous substance of paragraphs 4.151/4.152/4.154/5.14/5.15/5.16 render the VALP negative and
therefore UNSOUND with regard to affordable housing provision, in rural communities such as Brill, where no Parish
Council-inspired Neighbourhood Plan has been produced, and hence no "need" confirmation statement exists.
To address the perennial dilemma of the lack of affordable housing supply, together with a lack of diversity of supply,
this VALP should contain pro-active templates to inspire community-led action to self-help, where no enabling AVDC
plan to provide for young residents exists.

Summary:

Submission succinct

Change to Plan

AVDC to provide legally constructed templates to inspire and enable rural communities to self-help and provide
progressively affordable housing in perpetuity for the young residents of the community through partnerships of local cooperation.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Dilly David 31096 Scan0016.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0013_Redacted.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0014.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0015.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1205 - 31096 - 5.15 - None

1205

Object

5. Housing

5.15

Respondent: Mr David Dilly [31096]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

VALP is UNSOUND an ineffective when judged by the provision of truly affordable housing in rural communities both by
past outcomes and by what is being proposed in the draft plan
In the last four decades, AVDC has failed to enable the construction of progressively affordable homes for the yound
residents of this Brill community (to rest, lease or buy). This draft VALP offers no prospect that dearth of supply
changing in the future (Brill has no officer-led, centrally-selected sites identified in the HELLA survey).
This combined ambiguous substance of paragraphs 4.151/4.152/4.154/5.14/5.15/5.16 render the VALP negative and
therefore UNSOUND with regard to affordable housing provision, in rural communities such as Brill, where no Parish
Council-inspired Neighbourhood Plan has been produced, and hence no "need" confirmation statement exists.
To address the perennial dilemma of the lack of affordable housing supply, together with a lack of diversity of supply,
this VALP should contain pro-active templates to inspire community-led action to self-help, where no enabling AVDC
plan to provide for young residents exists.

Summary:

Submission succinct

Change to Plan

AVDC to provide legally constructed templates to inspire and enable rural communities to self-help and provide
progressively affordable housing in perpetuity for the young residents of the community through partnerships of local cooperation.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Dilly David 31096 Scan0013_Redacted.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0016.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0015.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0014.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1206 - 31096 - 5.16 - None

1206

Object

5. Housing

5.16

Respondent: Mr David Dilly [31096]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

VALP is UNSOUND an ineffective when judged by the provision of truly affordable housing in rural communities both by
past outcomes and by what is being proposed in the draft plan
In the last four decades, AVDC has failed to enable the construction of progressively affordable homes for the yound
residents of this Brill community (to rest, lease or buy). This draft VALP offers no prospect that dearth of supply
changing in the future (Brill has no officer-led, centrally-selected sites identified in the HELLA survey).
This combined ambiguous substance of paragraphs 4.151/4.152/4.154/5.14/5.15/5.16 render the VALP negative and
therefore UNSOUND with regard to affordable housing provision, in rural communities such as Brill, where no Parish
Council-inspired Neighbourhood Plan has been produced, and hence no "need" confirmation statement exists.
To address the perennial dilemma of the lack of affordable housing supply, together with a lack of diversity of supply,
this VALP should contain pro-active templates to inspire community-led action to self-help, where no enabling AVDC
plan to provide for young residents exists.

Summary:
Submission succinct
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

AVDC to provide legally constructed templates to inspire and enable rural communities to self-help and provide
progressively affordable housing in perpetuity for the young residents of the community through partnerships of local cooperation.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Dilly David 31096 Scan0015.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0014.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0016.pdf
Dilly David 31096 Scan0013_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 291 - 28629 - 5.17 - ii

291

Object

5. Housing

5.17

Respondent: Ms Alison Watt [28629]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Rural exception sites could be used to ensure that affordable housing is distributed across the district in proportion to
the size of settlement rather than being restricted to large-scale developments. Yet, many parish councils do not have
the resources to initiate development of rural exception sites; the small villages not even having a full-time clerk. It is
not sufficient that "The Council expects exception schemes to be supported by the local parish council, and actively
encourages parishes..." (5.17). AVDC should take a more pro-active role in promoting rural exception sites.

Summary:

Rural exception sites could be used to ensure that affordable housing is distributed across the district in proportion to
the size of settlement rather than being restricted to large-scale developments. Yet, many parish councils do not have
the resources to initiate development of rural exception sites; the small villages not even having a full-time clerk. It is
not sufficient that "The Council expects exception schemes to be supported by the local parish council, and actively
encourages parishes..." (5.17). AVDC should take a more pro-active role in promoting rural exception sites.

Change to Plan

Amend so that AVDC does not merely encourage parishes, but takes a pro-active role in supporting the development
of rural development sites in conjunction with local parish councils

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 318 - 31954 - H2 Rural exception sites - None

318

Support

5. Housing

H2 Rural exception sites

Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Rural exception sites are a very important mechanism to permit affordable homes in rural locations.

Summary:

Rural exception sites are a very important mechanism to permit affordable homes in rural locations.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 697 - 29268 - H2 Rural exception sites - i, ii, iii

697

Object

5. Housing

H2 Rural exception sites

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

These exception sites are a great idea but should be for social rented housing only not affordable housing

Summary:

These exception sites are a great idea but should be for social rented housing only not affordable housing

Change to Plan

Change "affordable" to social rented"

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 700 - 30440 - H2 Rural exception sites - ii

700

Object

5. Housing

H2 Rural exception sites

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

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy H2 Sub letter 'b' suggests this part of the policy is unsound. The words 'within or', before 'adjoining the existing
developed footprint of the village' should be deleted, because any land owner promoting land 'within' the developed
footprint is unlikely to promote anything other than full market value housing for sale - (i.e. without any subsidy that
would otherwise devalue the holding). By deleting these words, it makes clear that only land adjoining the developed
footprint of a village - (that would not otherwise gain a planning consent) - will be considered as an 'exception site'.

Summary:

Sites within an existing village footprint should not be classified as a 'Rural exception site' for the reasons stated.

Change to Plan

Simply change to wording as stated above.
The words 'within or', before the rest of the sentence 'adjoining the existing developed footprint of the village' should be
deleted.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 719 - 29682 - H2 Rural exception sites - None

719

Object

5. Housing

H2 Rural exception sites

Respondent: Haddenham Village Society (Mr Graham Tyack)
[29682]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Paragraph 5.8 makes provision for affordable homes to be integrated throughout a development site, yet no provision is
made to integrate affordable homes throughout the District. Indeed, Policy D3 states that proposed development in
small villages should be of 5 dwellings or less. As paragraph 5.5 (and policy H1) states that the majority of affordable
housing is to be delivered from Section 106 money, i.e. on sites of 11 or more dwellings, it would seem that, according
to the VALP, no affordable housing is to be built in the smaller villages.

Summary:

Paragraph 5.8 makes provision for affordable homes to be integrated throughout a development site, yet no provision is
made to integrate affordable homes throughout the District. Indeed, Policy D3 states that proposed development in
small villages should be of 5 dwellings or less. As paragraph 5.5 (and policy H1) states that the majority of affordable
housing is to be delivered from Section 106 money, i.e. on sites of 11 or more dwellings, it would seem that, according
to the VALP, no affordable housing is to be built in the smaller villages.

Change to Plan

Alter first sentence of policy H2 to read:
In rural areas, all developments meeting the following criteria are expected to include affordable housing:

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 942 - 29325 - H2 Rural exception sites - None

942

Support

5. Housing

H2 Rural exception sites

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy. The Board has supported and will continue to support rural
exceptions schemes to meet identified local housing needs. However, changes are needed to Policies D2 or else there
are very unlikely to be any rural exceptions sites in larger or medium villages because they allow new greenfield
housing to be located "within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement". For a rural exceptions
policy to work, there has to be strict policy control on greenfield village expansions, which the RES is then an exception
to.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy. The Board has supported and will continue to support rural
exceptions schemes to meet identified local housing needs. However, changes are needed to Policies D2 or else there
are very unlikely to be any rural exceptions sites in larger or medium villages because they allow new greenfield
housing to be located "within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the settlement". For a rural exceptions
policy to work, there has to be strict policy control on greenfield village expansions, which the RES is then an exception
to.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1441 - 29224 - H2 Rural exception sites - None

1441

Object

5. Housing

H2 Rural exception sites

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy should be simplified and clarified to ensure that it applies only to villages and other settlements (and not the
wider "Rural area") and can be interpreted without the need to refer to other legislation.

Summary:

Policy should be simplified and clarified to ensure that it applies only to villages and other settlements (and not the
wider "Rural area") and can be interpreted without the need to refer to other legislation.

Change to Plan

Replace "rural areas" in first sentence of Policy H2 with "villages and other rural settlements".
Delete paragraph 5.16 of supporting text.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1441_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2140 - 29487 - H2 Rural exception sites - None

2140

Object

5. Housing

H2 Rural exception sites

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we would like to see a criterion in Policy H2 that small-scale developments for affordable housing may be permitted
only if there is no adverse impact on the historic environment/heritage assets, or at least a requirement that such
development proposals conform with other policies of the Plan as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the
National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

(Although outside our remit, we do query whether or not it is appropriate to say "may be permitted" in a policy, given
that paragraph154 of the National Planning Policy Framework states "Only policies that provide a clear indication of
how a decision maker should react to a development proposal should be included in the plan." "May" is not a "clear
indication". If the criteria are met, why not grant permission ? What other criterion or criteria need to be met ? )

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The WNP research needs to explore the availability of such sites, if any, within or
adjacent to the built up area. In principle this is a worthwhile Policy, which is likely to
have support from the public based on present feedback.
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H2 Rural exception sites

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Consistency between policies may
be a problem and could lead to
confusion around policy
requirements. Some policies
pertaining to development, state
that impacts to the environment
should be avoided, whereas others
do not. Policy D10, C1 and C3 have
policy points covering impacts to the
environment, but H2, E8 and C2 do
not even though they set the rules
for development. If they are all
required to comply with EN1-9, I1
and I4 then this should be
referenced (as it is in policy C1). Or
policies H2, E8, C2 need to add
wording around protection of the
environment
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Reference EN1-9, I1 and I4 or
add dot point;
(taken from policy D10)
Not have an adverse impact
on environmental assets such
as the countryside,
landscapes, the historic
environment, biodiversity,
watercourses (including an
ecological buffer zone), open
space and green
infrastructure
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we would like to see a criterion in Policy H3 that rural workers' dwellings be permitted only if there is no adverse impact
on the historic environment/heritage assets, or at least a requirement that such development proposals conform with
other policies of the Plan, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy
for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This policy will enable the provision of a dwelling for a rural worker provided that the
development meets 9 specific criteria.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2431 - 29993 - 5.50 - None

2431

Object

5. Housing

5.50

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This policy allows the replacement of dwellings in the countryside on a one for one
basis.
We have no comment on these policies (at p 173/5) at this stage but will consider
these as necessary in the work on the WNP.
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H4 Replacement dwellings in the countryside

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
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Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
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Respondent: Mr. Tom Walsh [31889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Successful self build projects require designated sites not maybe patches on larger developments. True self builders
are independent by nature but often work as a cooperative sharing/trading skills and advice.
By designating small, say 6 to 10 house, self build areas it should be possible to truly gauge the self build demand,
without the self interest of major developers influencing that market.

Summary:

Successful self build projects require designated sites not maybe patches on larger developments. True self builders
are independent by nature but often work as a cooperative sharing/trading skills and advice.
By designating small, say 6 to 10 house, self build areas it should be possible to truly gauge the self build demand,
without the self interest of major developers influencing that market.
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H5 Self/custom build housing

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

Full Text:

Support reference to custom build in policy H5 on page 176.

Summary:

Support reference to custom build in policy H5 on page 176.
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H5 Self/custom build housing

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

It is acknowledged that self-build and custom house building is an element of the Government's housing strategy.
However, no evidence of need or demand in the District has been presented in the Local Plan's evidence base (refer to
para 8.70 of the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 2016). Moreover, the
requirement has not been justified or tested in terms of the potential impact on the deliverability of development
schemes as required by the NPPF. This requirement could have a critical affect on the viability of new housing
development in the District, and the deliverability sustainable development cannot be compromised by unnecessary
and unduly onerous requirements.
In that light the Council's approach to self / custom build should be to increase the total amount of new housing
developed by supporting development on small windfall sites as well as allocating additional small sites rather than by
setting a restrictive policy requirement for inclusion of such housing on larger allocated sites.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy H5, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies; and
- is inconsistent with national guidance in that it does not fully reflect the Government's objective to ensure the housing
requirements are not prohibitive to the delivery of development.

Summary:

For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy H5, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies; and
- is inconsistent with national guidance in that it does not fully reflect the Government's objective to ensure the housing
requirements are not prohibitive to the delivery of development.

Change to Plan

Proposed Change:
Delete the policy.
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Respondent: Dandara Ltd (J Richards) [29417]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam,
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Representations to Proposed Submission VALP
Dandara Ltd for Land North of Aston Road and West of Stanbridge Road, Haddenham
Dandara Ltd purchased land located to the north of Aston Road and west of Stanbridge Road in Haddenham which
benefits from outline planning permission for the following description of development:
"Construction of 280 no. dwellings, including 35 no. age - restricted dwellings, with associated garages, parking, estate
roads, footways, pedestrian linkages, public open space, burial ground, community sports facility, strategic
landscaping, drainage and other associated works" (ref. 14/02666/AOP).
Reserved Matter applications have been submitted to the Council under refs. 17/01841/ADP and 17/04543/ADP for
four phases of development, with phases 1 and 2 due to commence on site in January 2018. These representations
therefore focus on policies which would potentially impact upon the deliverability and viability of the development.
We would comment on the following policies contained within the November 2017 Proposed Submission draft Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-33:
Dandara Ltd supports the objective of Policy H1 'Affordable Housing' seeking to secure a minimum of 25% affordable
housing associated with qualifying developments. Whilst we also support the objective of "the affordable homes will be
expected to be integrated throughout the development site", this should be applied flexibly taking into account the
objective of creating mixed communities and the realities and costs associated with future management by registered
providers. Our experience of the application of this policy is that the Council apply their 'clustering' policy of no more
than 15 affordable housing units rigidly, without considering how neighbourhoods or communities would develop
following scheme completion. As an example, affordable housing units that have a garden-to-garden relationship but do
not share a common street or approach should not automatically be considered as representing a 'cluster' as the
creation of mixed-tenure neighbourhoods are principally defined by the streets on which the houses are located, the
source of daily interaction with neighbours, rather than who one shares a rear garden boundary with. The supporting
text to the policy should recognise that any 'clustering' figure will be applied flexibly having regard to those communities
created following development and the principal day-to-day interactions that will result;
Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing' will expect developments proposing 100 dwellings and above to provide a
percentage of serviced plots for sale to self / custom builders. Whilst the principle of supporting the self / custom build
industry is supported, any policy requirement should be informed by entries contained within the self-build and custom
housebuilding register alongside a consideration of deliverability and viability. If the Council is to require major
developments to include such plots, it is imperative that they can be brought forward in parallel with the main
development; do not conflict with the wider development in respect of scale, appearance or timescales; and are taken
into account from a viability perspective given that such plots would be provided at below market value;
Dandara Ltd is supportive of the wording associated with Policy H6 whereby housing mix contained within the most upto-date HEDNA "... are however a guide rather than a requirement as they may need to be varied on the basis of
specific circumstances or evidence" (para. 5.55). The Council should apply flexibility when considering housing mix on
individual sites including site specific considerations such as location, viability and market demand and whether the
delivery of a higher proportion of smaller dwellings within urban areas may allow for more family sized housing to be
delivered on Greenfield sites on the edge of urban areas and villages whilst maintaining close to the recommended
HEDNA mix across the District as a whole;
Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires "larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in
strategic settlements will be expected to provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of the overall
mix". The Council should ensure that the provision of extra care dwellings is fully taken into account within viability
assessments associated with individual sites especially considering other cumulative 'planning gain' requirements such
as affordable housing and self / custom build. It is noted that 'larger residential development schemes' in the policy
refers to more than 300 houses which is a definition that should be retained within supporting para. 5.61;
Likewise, Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires a proportion of new homes in developments to achieve Category 2 and
Category 3 of Approved Document M: Volume 1 (Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings). Whilst such an objective is
supported, the Council should again consider any viability implications of such standards especially taking into account
the suite of 'planning gain' requirements including affordable housing, self / custom build and extra care provision. The
supporting policy and evidence base should be in full accordance with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) para: 008, ref
ID: 56-008-20160519;
Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes' is unevidenced and in conflict with national policy. If the Council is proposing a policy relating
to 'dwelling sizes', any standard should accord with the 'Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space
Standard' (March 2015). PPG is clear that "where a Local Planning Authority (or qualifying body) wishes to require an
internal space standard, they should only do so by reference in their Local Plan to the nationally described space
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standard" (para: 018, ref ID: 56-018-20150327). Policy H7 should therefore be deleted or amended to refer to nationally
described space standards;
Dandara Ltd supports the principle of Policy BE2 'Design of New Development' requiring consideration of "the local
distinctiveness and vernacular character of the locality". When considering local distinctiveness and vernacular
character the supporting text should make clear that this includes all surrounding development not simply those
elements of the townscape that the Council consider to be 'higher quality'. Our experience with the Authority is that they
adopt a very narrow definition of local distinctiveness and vernacular character which often does not consider the broad
range of building styles, materials and ages but rather focuses on those elements, most notably Conservation Areas or
listed buildings, that the Council consider should be given elevated weight rather than considered as part of a balanced
assessment of the collective character of the locality.
In summary, we consider that the Proposed Submission VALP is currently unsound as not being 'effective' due to the
potential viability implications of individual policies - affordable housing, self / custom build, accessibility standards,
extra care - not being considered cumulatively. In addition, we consider that Policy H7 is not 'consistent with national
policy' by suggesting the application of an internal space standard not in accordance with the nationally described
version.
I trust these representations are of interest and if you need any additional information or clarification on the points
contained herein, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully,
John Richards,
Associate Director, Planning
Summary:

Object to H5: policy requirement should be informed by entries in the self-build and custom housebuilding register and
consider deliverability and viability. Self/ custom build plots in major developments should be brought forward in parallel
with main development; should not conflict with scale, appearance or timescales; and should be taken into account
from a viability perspective given that such plots would be provided at below market value.

Change to Plan

Policy requirement should be informed by entries in the self-build and custom housebuilding register and consider
deliverability and viability. Self/ custom build plots in major developments should be brought forward in parallel with
main development; should not conflict with scale, appearance or timescales; and should be taken into account from a
viability perspective given that such plots would be provided at below market value.
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Respondent: Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern
Manufacturing Ltd [32289]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern Manufacturing Ltd and their interests in
land west of AVDLP allocation BU.1 (BUC043), Moreton Road, Buckingham please find attached our representation.
This comments on policies S2, D2, B-BUC043, H1, H5, H6 and BE2.

Summary:

The policy requirement for a proportion of serviced plots for sale to self/custom builders is considered unduly onerous
and will not be practicable. There are difficulties for health and safety, the overall appearance of finished development
and the impact of this on sales. This could impact viability, with developers unable to predict take of of serviced plots,
considered unlikely that self builders would wish to be within a large scale development. Specific allocations would be
preferable.
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Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

We however object to the inclusion of this requirement as the District Council have provided no
evidence to justify that such an approach would be appropriate. information has not been made publically available. As
such, whilst it is noted that
paragraph 5.53 of the draft VALP refers to paragraph 50 of the NPPF, there is no District-specific
evidence available to justify such a need. In the absence of any such evidence, it is considered that
the Policy should be deleted in its entirety.

Change to Plan

if AVDC propose to retain the policy, it is considered that several fundamental
amendments would need to be made.
Firstly, it is considered that the threshold for the provision of self and custom build plots is too low.
We would consider it more appropriate to include self/custom build plots on larger, strategic sites
where they can be more readily accommodated. If the 100 dwelling threshold was to be maintained,
the Council would need to support its inclusion with detailed supporting evidence.
Secondly, the draft policy provides no guidance on what would be regarded as an appropriate
percentage of self and custom build plots. Failure to provide an indicative threshold could lead to
some developments providing a disproportionate quantum of self and custom build plots than other
developments within the District. The approach is therefore not positively prepared and could hinder
the ability of the Council to boost significantly the supply of housing.
Thirdly, the draft Policy provides no details of the tenure, type and mix which would be required as
part of a development - providing uncertainty as to how individual applications would be determined.
Fourthly, in the absence of detailed justification, there is no guarantee that the plots would be taken
up. This could lead to a potential oversupply of plots, impeding the Council's ability to 'boost
significantly the supply of housing' as required by the NPPF.
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

Policy H5 is unjustified and provides an unnecessary burden to applicants.

Change to Plan

Policy H5 should be revised to support but not require self-build plots
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Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Policy needs greater flexibility and a mechanism for serviced plots to revert back to the wider scheme if not taken up
within given time period.
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Respondent: Cerda Planning Limited (Tina Pearsall) [32102]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

16.112 Reps_November 2017
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013-2033
PROPOSED SUBMISSION REPRESENTATIONS
Policy S1
In general, there is no objection to a sustainable development policy being introduced into
the Local Plan. However, where this is to be introduced, it should fairly reflect the provisions
of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF other than where there are specific circumstances which apply
to Aylesbury Vale.
Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the
way in which the tilted balance is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism
does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by which the tilted balance will
engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should
apply where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date.
Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
Policy S2
It is appropriate for the Local Plan to identify the housing requirements over the plan period.
This should be expressed as a minima if it is to be consistent with the NPPF; as drafted Policy
S2 suggests that the housing requirements has a cap or limit.
In any event, objections are lodged to the total 27,400 houses to be delivered in the period
to 2033. This figure does not accurately reflect the full objectively assessed housing needs. It
is to be noted that the previous Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan had to be withdrawn, in part, as
a result of not meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Needs. Consequently, the Council must
do all it can to deliver housing and to boost significantly the supply in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply
policy the purposes of Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution
requirements of the policy.
Policy S3
Our representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, which is fairly identified as a larger
village given the significant range of shops, services and facilities contained within Aston
Clinton as well as the sustainability advantages given that Aston Clinton is only a short
distance from the main town within the administrative boundary of Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, it is unacceptable and the subject of objection that there are no allocated
sites identified for Aston Clinton. It is acknowledged that Aston Clinton has had a series of
completions in the recent past, however the approach taken in the emerging Local Plan
effectively turns its back on Aston Clinton for much of the plan period, extending to 2033,
once the existing commitments are brought forward and completed.
16.112 Reps_November 2017
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability
credentials of Aston Clinton and runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to
deliver significant quantities of development at the larger villages given the important role
that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted by the
PPG.
Policy S7
No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that
as applied it should not be read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to
utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield land. If the policy were to be
applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
Policy H5
As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of
serviced plots for sale to sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the
threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a sliding scale of provision has been
considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy,
broad parameters should be identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers
and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery of self/custom plots.
Policy T7
It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric
vehicle infrastructure. It is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been
identified; in other policies setting a threshold the floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it
relates to 10 or more dwellings.
In any event, electric vehicle infrastructure is expensive and weighs heavily on a cost plan. It
is also the case that there is different infrastructure requirements for different manufactures;
for example BMW charge infrastructure varies significantly from Tesla.
In the circumstances, the policy should identify that passive electric infrastructure should be
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provided which can then converted to active electric vehicle infrastructure dependant on
the owners requirements.
Policy NE8
The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy
seeks to protect best and most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is
to taken into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile
agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a
consequence is unacceptable and the subject of objections.
It is also the case that the NPPF does not require that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural land. Where best and most versatile
land is to be lost, this is to be weighed in the balance but it is 16.112 Reps_November 2017 not necessary for the
benefits of housing to outweigh the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land as a simple two sides of the
equation approach.
Summary:

As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of serviced plots for sale to
sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a
sliding scale of provision has been considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy, broad parameters should be
identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery
of self/custom plots
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Respondent: CALA Homes Limited [32297]

Agent:

Full Text:

Hunter Page Planning (Guy Wakefield) [32296]

Please find attached our representation made on behalf of CALA Homes Limited in relation to the Submission Version
of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
Please note that the following PDF attachments form the appendices to the Representation letter:
* Appendix 1 - Appeal Decision Land at Leasows Chipping Campden (APP/F1610/W/16/3165805): Appeal Decision Cotswolds.pdf
* Appendix 2 - Site Location Plan Land to the West of Gib Lane, Bierton: 3143 P 100.pdf
* Appendix 3 - Site Location Plan Land adjacent to Ivy Cottage, Main Street, Grendon Underwood: 2997.100 B Location
Plan(1).pdf

Summary:

There is no clear justification as to why developments of 100 or more houses trigger the requirement for a percentage
of self-build. Requirements should be justified with a clearly evidenced need supported by the self-build register to get
an accurate understanding of the district.
This representation does not oppose the promotion of custom/self-build housing but suggests it is provided for in a less
prescriptive policy. This could be done by removing policy H5 entirely and be promoted in more general policies such
as H6 promoting self-build as a potential for the proposed housing mix, or by enabling custom/self-build housing to
contribute to affordable housing provision, such as at policy H2. The policy should encourage rather than require selfbuild provision.

Change to Plan
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Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) 2997.100 B Location Plan(1).pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy S3.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy H6.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) 3143 P 100.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy D2.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy H5.pdf
1844c_Redacted.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Appeal Decision - Cotswolds.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

Overall, we consider that Policy H1 is unsound as the policy is unjustified in terms of its evidence base.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy H1: The Council should consider a more flexible approach to allow self/custom
build housing to come forward where there is a clear demand.
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

Reference should be made to Section 9 of the Housing and Planning Act 2016 and the update to the NPPF,
acknowledging this guidance is emerging and further consultation required. My client questions there is evidence of
demand for custom/ self-build housing in this part of Aylesbury Vale and its requirement for the Council to have
evidence before setting out a policy. Consider the viability of providing serviced land plots; whole sites would likely be
more suitable. Smaller sites/ sites with a wide design approach may not be. Policy H1 [sic] is unsound: the policy is
unjustified in its evidence base.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy H1 [sic]: The Council should consider a more flexible approach to allow self/custom build housing to
come forward where there is a clear demand.
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Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Support self build housing requirement

Change to Plan

N/A
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Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

As yet the feedback
suggests support for a small self /custom built scheme (either an individual house or
small scale project). This might involve a scheme for 1 to 3 houses/homes. This will
need to be explored more fully in the WNP Questionnaire and/or housing needs
survey in the first half of 2018. However there certainly is demand for this locally.
The indication from current feedback is that it is difficult to find land which could be
used for a small scale scheme
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VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Object to para 5.55-5.66 Paragraph 5.55 and 5.56 identify the house type and size mix identified by the HEDNA. It
states that any variation from this identified mix will need to be fully justified. However, as a matter of fact, it will not
always be possible to deliver this mix on many sites, including in particular, those of a few dwellings; or within the urban
centres on which high density flatted developments would make better use of previously developed land and be more
sustainable.

Change to Plan

The VALP should take account of the individual circumstances of each site and allow for flexibility to deliver an
appropriate mix which responds to the context.
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VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Paragraph 5.55 and 5.56 identify the house type and size mix identified by the HEDNA. It states that any variation from
this identified mix will need to be fully justified. However, as a matter of fact, it will not always be possible to deliver this
mix on many sites, including in particular, those of a few dwellings; or within the urban centres on which high density
flatted developments would make better use of previously developed land and be more sustainable.

Change to Plan

The VALP should take account of the individual circumstances of each site and allow for flexibility to deliver an
appropriate mix which responds to the context.
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Policy H6
The proposed inclusion of 'self-contained extra care dwellings' in schemes of 100 dwellings or above in strategic
settlements is positive and addresses this growing need. It is positive to see that all residential development should
meet Category 2 of Building Regulations Approved Document and that 15% of the affordable housing should meet
Category 3

Summary:

Policy H6
The proposed inclusion of 'self-contained extra care dwellings' in schemes of 100 dwellings or above in strategic
settlements is positive and addresses this growing need. It is positive to see that all residential development should
meet Category 2 of Building Regulations Approved Document and that 15% of the affordable housing should meet
Category 3
officer note: reassigned from 1.36 to 5.57 for relevance
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Response on behalf of Chiltern and Aylesbury Vale Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. Our response follows on from our letter to AVDC
dated 1st September 2016 on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
In setting the context of this response, the CCGs are outlining the impact of these plans on primary care (i.e. services
delivered in general practice) but feel the District Council should also consider responses from other providers of health
care services in the area, such as Buckinghamshire Healthcare Trust, Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust and the
South Central Ambulance Service as plans may well impact on their ability to deliver appropriate health care services.
The CCGs have already provided a detailed response to the original draft plan (see attached) and welcomes the
opportunity to add further comment on specific areas within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Page 26 and Page 29: Strategic Objectives
3. The Council, working with its partners, will secure timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and
facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communities including:
a. education, training and access to community facilities such as shops and community buildings,
b. transport infrastructure including enhanced public transport, (rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking
to promote a shift to more sustainable travel choices.
c. telecommunications including broadband by all means possible, including provision along HS2 route to reach remote
areas
d. police, fire and ambulance services
e. accessible green infrastructure and associated sport, recreational and cultural facilities
f. utilities, and
g. social care and health infrastructure
CCG response:
The population is projected to grow over the next fifteen years and is driven by natural change (births minus deaths),
migration (due to new housing and care home developments), age structure of population (getting older, living longer).
Health infrastructure is therefore key to enabling primary care to rise to the challenge of providing for the ever
increasing population. The CCGs have been consulted on these plans but need to stress that the health infrastructure
needed cannot be funded by health alone as investment monies are severely limited.
All practices are experiencing unprecedented workload pressures which has now been recognised both locally and
nationally, and a range of limited funding streams for day to day operational use have recently become available. These
are being used to focus on supporting the most vulnerable practices, building resilience in the primary care team and
developing innovations and new ways of working at practice level to cope with todays issues.
Basic principles for healthcare facilities
In responding to this consultation, we have considered the following basic principles that the CCGs in this area have
adopted.
- CCGs will strive to develop modern, fit for purpose services that are accessible to local populations.
- To ensure that practices remain resilient and sustainable, CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new
single-handed GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population (5
GPs).
- Wherever possible, CCGs will promote the consolidation of services onto fewer sites to maximise the use of existing
infrastructure and to promote joint working.
- CCGs will increasingly commission services that can be delivered in primary care that have traditionally been
delivered in secondary care, thus promoting care closer to home. CCGs are exploring the development of out of
hospital services provided in a community hub-type setting.
- Development plans need to be in line with the Buckinghamshire Primary Care Strategy.
In Summary
In the majority of cases, primary care services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints,
such as the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional services. Delivery of this Local Plan will put significant
pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure however, the CCGs (including Milton Keynes) welcome the
opportunity to work with AVDC to determine more detailed health infrastructure requirements as part of developing the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Page 45- Infrastructure:
CCG Response:
The provision of primary care services to accommodate local housing growth will be determined by CCGs who now
have delegated commission responsibility from NHS England. The CCGs will take into account national strategic
agendas, NHS guidance and regulations relating to the provision of primary and community care facilities and local
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strategic priorities. Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 77: AGT2 South West Aylesbury- 1500 dwellings
CCG Response:
The CCG has been working closely with AVDC during the early stages of this potential development of 1500 homes
with the anticipation of approving the use of S106 to fund investment in existing facilities. The CCGs will engage with
AVDC to work out an agreement in the S106 that can accommodate investment in adjoining practices and the nearby
Healthy Living Centre to accommodate this increase in population, subject to planning approval.
The CCGs will not support the use of temporary buildings to deliver quality health care.

Page 85: AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41
We note this development has a site specific requirement for "provision of on-site health facilities and community
buildings (including temporary buildings if necessary)". The CCGs would not support provision of health services within
temporary modular buildings.
It is vital AVDC consider the impact of all the developments around the A41 and work with the CCG to find a long term
solution that satisfies the needs of primary care medicine. CCGs will no longer support the establishment of new singlehanded GP practices and would only wish to fund new practices that can cater for at least 10,000 population. With this
in mind, we welcome the opportunity to work as a collective with AVDC and the developers to design a future proof
solution that can provide exemplary primary care provision for the increasing population.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions.

Page 87- Hampden Fields AGT4
CCG Response:
The CCGs would not support provision of health services within temporary modular buildings. The CCGs and local
Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will eventually be accessible
24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care access centres. This type of service
delivery will not be sustainable within a temporary facility as the infrastructure and workforce requirements are not
adequate to provide quality patient care.
With this in mind, we would like AVDC and developers to consider supporting the use of an established GP Partnership
to become the temporary health care provider for residents of Hampden Fields. For example, the Westongrove
Partnership has 3 sites which sit strategically around the Hampden Fields and Woodlands Developments. These sites
are purpose built health facilities supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate the extra
"temporary" patients there would only be a requirement to enhance some of the current infrastructure to accommodate
the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the permanent facility. We would seek to secure an
allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail.
We note in section 2.3.1 of the draft S106 that "an alternative location for the temporary health centre may be agreed
from time to time with the Council". As above, we would like to progress this clause further with the local authority and
agree arrangements for the temporary health provision to be provided by an established GP provider with support of
funding from the S106.
The CCG is committed to working in partnership with local GPs, the developers and planning colleagues at AVDC to
agree a sustainable, future proof proposal for the future health care provision of this development. The CCG has to be
assured that any health provision will be "future proofed" beyond the completion of Hampden Fields. We are committed
to continuing our discussions with AVDC and Taylor Wimpey to agree a way forward. Please note the CCG will require
a S106 obligation in the form of "land and building (shell and core)" or an equivalent financial contribution to the value
of the "land and building" shown in the Village Centre plans.

Page 96: Kingsbrook- AGT6
CCG Response
The CCG and local Primary Care providers are committed to providing high quality care to all patients, which will
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eventually be accessible 24/7 through local surgeries working as a cluster or designated primary care hubs. This type
of service delivery will no longer be sustainable for a smaller practice.
We understand Barratt Homes is obliged to allocate temporary health facilities by the time the 499th house is occupied
and a permanent facility by the time the 1499th house is occupied. It is apparent all stakeholders need to work together
to agree a sustainable solution that is agreeable to all parties involved. Although the CCG cannot support the plans for
a separate doctor's surgery in Kingsbrook, there could be an opportunity to change the design to accommodate smaller
units for private health providers in the form of dentistry, chiropody or pharmacy services with general practice health
services provided off site at a nearby established practice.
With this in mind, we would like Barratt Homes to consider supporting the use of Poplar Grove Surgery as the primary
health care provider for Kingsbrook. Poplar Grove Surgery sits on the outskirts of the Kingsbrook Estate and is a new,
purpose built health facility which opened in 2014, supported by a stable and committed workforce. To accommodate
the extra patients there would be a requirement to modify the current Poplar Grove premises, by building an extension
on the current building to accommodate the full quota of patients in preparation for the completion of the development.
We would seek to secure an allocation from the Section 106 to fund this proposal.

Page 117: Buckingham 4.126
CCG Response:
We note the Plan suggests development of approx. 1000 new homes in the Buckingham area. The only GP service
that covers this population is The Swan Practice. The Swan Practice has a list size of 30,000 patients and occupies 3
premises in Buckingham town centre and one in Steeple Claydon. The practice is keen to relocate and consolidate its
existing premises (apart from Steeple Claydon) onto a new purpose-built development at Lace Hill. The CCG is in the
early stages of working with the practice but we would anticipate the need for a substantial contribution from developers
should plans go ahead regarding the proposed developments in the VALP.
Page 126: Winslow:
CCG Response:
Norden House Surgery is a Grade II Listed, Victorian 3-storey building. Capacity within the existing building is at full
stretch limiting the ability of the practice to grow alongside the local population and develop new services where
secondary care (hospital) services are moved into primary care in keeping with aims and objectives of the CCG.
Currently there is downstairs access to a nurse treatment room and 1 consulting room enabling clinicians to see
patients with mobility problems on the ground floor. However, this capacity is now insufficient to meet demand and the
ability of the practice to improve access to patients is limited by Grade II Listed Building constraints.
With Norden House being described as "not fit for purpose" and ad hoc arrangements at Winslow Health Centre being
limited, a new build surgery will be required in the future to cope with future expansion. For some time the people of
Winslow and their representatives on the Council and the practice's patient participation group have called for a new
purpose built health centre. Not only would this give the practice scope to manage current demand, they would be able
to cope with future population expansion and deliver more services in the primary care setting.
Delivery will be subject to the availability of funding and developer contributions

Page 128: Larger Villages
The Local Plan indicates that the areas of greatest development are likely to be Stoke
Mandeville (128), Aston Clinton (627), Pitstone(199). The impact of smaller developments is harder to evidence in
terms of healthcare provision particularly as development often takes place piecemeal. However, the effects can be
significant, particularly on a practice that is used to catering for small village communities. It is unlikely that any of these
smaller scale developments would be large enough to generate a new build and therefore we anticipate that there
might be a requirement for modification to existing infrastructure using CIL contributions.
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Housing for Older People: Page 182
CCG Response
We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.

In summary, the delivery of this Local Plan will put significant pressure on the existing primary care infrastructure.
However, the CCGs welcome the opportunity to work with AVDC and the Developers to design a service that will future
proof the delivery of quality primary care for Aylesbury Vale residents.

Yours sincerely
Nicola Lester
Director of Transformation
NHS Aylesbury Vale CCG and NHS Chiltern CCG
Summary:

We acknowledge the additional housing needs catering for the elderly have been included in the growth figures.
However, it is important to stress that with a growing elderly population comes additional pressure on GP services in
terms of time spent caring for the elderly and the complexity of their conditions. Although care of the elderly does not
necessarily require additional physical space within the primary care setting, we would ask the council to bear in mind
the additional workload.
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Respondent: Inspire Villages Group [32311]
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BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
Boughton) [32061]

This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.
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Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP submit Reg 19 statementas_Redacted.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) 2017 JLL_Retirement_Living.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
Report_sp.compressed.pdf
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BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
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This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.
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Report_sp.compressed.pdf
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BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
Boughton) [32061]

This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.
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Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) ECV Jones Lang LaSalle-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) MORE CHOICE GREATER VOICE.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
Report_sp.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) 2017 JLL_Retirement_Living.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP submit Reg 19 statementas_Redacted.pdf
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This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) MORE CHOICE GREATER VOICE.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
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Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP submit Reg 19 statementas_Redacted.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) ECV Jones Lang LaSalle-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf
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BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
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This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
Report_sp.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) 2017 JLL_Retirement_Living.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf
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This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
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Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.
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This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
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Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.
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BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
Boughton) [32061]

This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
Report_sp.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) 2017 JLL_Retirement_Living.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP submit Reg 19 statementas_Redacted.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) MORE CHOICE GREATER VOICE.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) ECV Jones Lang LaSalle-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 228 - 30693 - 5.65 - None

228

Object

5. Housing

5.65

Respondent: Mr Terry Benwell [30693]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

It is recommended that a more specific statement is included in the VALP for housholds with Specific Needs. The
elderly and those with specific needs, should be offered the opportunity to live in a Community dedicated for the elderly
and not incorporated into a general housing mix.
A Continuing Care Retirement Community fullfills this need, providing assisted living units for a defined age group,
offering full on site services. Medical care, Community rooms, Restaurant/Bar, Sports facilities, Hairdresser, Pool/spa.
Peer groups can meet and socialise. Transport be provided for everyday needs, the facilities open to the local
community of qualifying age.

Summary:

It is recommended that a more specific statement is included in the VALP for housholds with Specific Needs. The
elderly and those with specific needs, should be offered the opportunity to live in a Community dedicated for the elderly
and not incorporated into a general housing mix.
A Continuing Care Retirement Community fullfills this need, providing assisted living units for a defined age group,
offering full on site services. Medical care, Community rooms, Restaurant/Bar, Sports facilities, Hairdresser, Pool/spa.
Peer groups can meet and socialise. Transport be provided for everyday needs, the facilities open to the local
community of qualifying age.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1574

Object

5. Housing

5.65

Respondent: Inspire Villages Group [32311]

Agent:

Full Text:

BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
Boughton) [32061]

This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) 2017 JLL_Retirement_Living.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) MORE CHOICE GREATER VOICE.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
Report_sp.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP submit Reg 19 statementas_Redacted.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) ECV Jones Lang LaSalle-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 597 - 30231 - H6 Housing Mix - None

597

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

BUT Policy needs clarification.
Paragraph 5.61 states that an element of self-contained extra care dwellings are required in "larger" residential
schemes in strategic settlements. But H6 refers to 100 dwellings as the threshold.
H7 There is no mention of Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs), which, as well as limiting square footage space per
person, add a further strain on adjacent community facilities; e.g. parking.

Summary:

BUT Policy needs clarification.
Paragraph 5.61 states that an element of self-contained extra care dwellings are required in "larger" residential
schemes in strategic settlements. But H6 refers to 100 dwellings as the threshold.
H7 There is no mention of Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs), which, as well as limiting square footage space per
person, add a further strain on adjacent community facilities; e.g. parking.
Officer Note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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699

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whilst I agree with what is in this section, th opportunity should be taken to re-enforce the need for rented social
housing

Summary:

Whilst I agree with what is in this section, th opportunity should be taken to re-enforce the need for rented social
housing

Change to Plan

add the need for rented social housing

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 794 - 29482 - H6 Housing Mix - ii, iv

794

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

The policy aspiration to ensure the provision of a mix of housing types and sizes to meet identified needs in future
developments is welcomed. However, paragraph 50 of the NPPF confirms that in order to deliver a wide choice of high
quality homes, widen the opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities,
planning authorities should consider both the needs of different groups and local demand for such. In this respect, it is
essential that the difference between need and demand is recognised, as whilst the need arising from smaller
households might be for smaller properties, the actual demand is commonly still for larger properties. This is not
surprising as the benefits to smaller households of having more flexible living accommodation in both the short and
long terms are clear, and ultimately more sustainable if it means that residents can stay in their home if their household
grows or their circumstances change.
Bovis Homes has no objection to the principle of sheltered and extra care accommodation being provided in
appropriate locations, but questions the basis upon which self-contained extra care provision is required as a part of
any development over 100 dwellings in size. This prescriptive approach does not take account of local need or the site
and location specific constraints to delivery of specialist housing of this type.
Consequently, the Local Plan should seek to identify and allocate specific development sites to address these needs
where they are required. Whilst it may then be appropriate to encourage the specialist housing provision referred to in
the policy in general housing developments, provision must be based on robust and credible evidence that identifies an
up to date local need, including the monitoring of market activity over the plan period to identify the ability of developers
to deliver specialist housing across the differing locations within the District.
Moreover, whilst the reference to taking account of the impact on the viability of developments is welcomed, the
deliverability of sustainable development cannot be compromised by unduly onerous policy requirements. The Council
must, therefore, demonstrate that the policy and infrastructure requirements in the Local Plan (cumulatively) in terms of
financial contributions are achievable and do not render development unviable (NPPF paragraphs 158, 173-174). That
must be considered at this stage. There is no evidence to that effect at this point in time as these policy requirements
have not been robustly considered Local Plan's Viability Report.
Similarly the prescriptive blanket approach to the provision of accessible and adaptable compliant homes in the last
part of the policy has not been appropriately justified.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy H6, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies; and
- is inconsistent with national guidance in that it does not fully reflect the Government's objective to ensure the housing
requirements are not prohibitive to the delivery of development.

Summary:

For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy H6, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies; and
- is inconsistent with national guidance in that it does not fully reflect the Government's objective to ensure the housing
requirements are not prohibitive to the delivery of development.

Change to Plan

Proposed Changes:
To remedy the flaws in the soundness of the plan the evidence required to support the imposition of the housing
requirements must be provided and the cumulative impact on the viability of sustainable development examined.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1183 - 28198 - H6 Housing Mix - iii

1183

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

The policy states that all housing should be delivered to meet building regulation standard
Category 2 or above (10% of market housing and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3). This is unduly
onerous. If the Government wanted all housing to meet
Category 2 as a minimum, the building regulations would be amended accordingly, except
for 10% to be delivered to M4(3) standards (i.e. all new dwellings will need to exceed
building regulations category 1). This is an onerous requirement which exceeds building
regulation requirements and which could adversely impact the deliverability and viability of
housing coming forward across the District.

Change to Plan

We suggest that a more realistic requirement is that 20% of new housing should meet
Category 2 and 10% should meet Category 3.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Wood Michael 32169.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1331 - 29417 - H6 Housing Mix - iii, iv

1331

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Dandara Ltd (J Richards) [29417]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam,
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Representations to Proposed Submission VALP
Dandara Ltd for Land North of Aston Road and West of Stanbridge Road, Haddenham
Dandara Ltd purchased land located to the north of Aston Road and west of Stanbridge Road in Haddenham which
benefits from outline planning permission for the following description of development:
"Construction of 280 no. dwellings, including 35 no. age - restricted dwellings, with associated garages, parking, estate
roads, footways, pedestrian linkages, public open space, burial ground, community sports facility, strategic
landscaping, drainage and other associated works" (ref. 14/02666/AOP).
Reserved Matter applications have been submitted to the Council under refs. 17/01841/ADP and 17/04543/ADP for
four phases of development, with phases 1 and 2 due to commence on site in January 2018. These representations
therefore focus on policies which would potentially impact upon the deliverability and viability of the development.
We would comment on the following policies contained within the November 2017 Proposed Submission draft Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-33:
Dandara Ltd supports the objective of Policy H1 'Affordable Housing' seeking to secure a minimum of 25% affordable
housing associated with qualifying developments. Whilst we also support the objective of "the affordable homes will be
expected to be integrated throughout the development site", this should be applied flexibly taking into account the
objective of creating mixed communities and the realities and costs associated with future management by registered
providers. Our experience of the application of this policy is that the Council apply their 'clustering' policy of no more
than 15 affordable housing units rigidly, without considering how neighbourhoods or communities would develop
following scheme completion. As an example, affordable housing units that have a garden-to-garden relationship but do
not share a common street or approach should not automatically be considered as representing a 'cluster' as the
creation of mixed-tenure neighbourhoods are principally defined by the streets on which the houses are located, the
source of daily interaction with neighbours, rather than who one shares a rear garden boundary with. The supporting
text to the policy should recognise that any 'clustering' figure will be applied flexibly having regard to those communities
created following development and the principal day-to-day interactions that will result;
Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing' will expect developments proposing 100 dwellings and above to provide a
percentage of serviced plots for sale to self / custom builders. Whilst the principle of supporting the self / custom build
industry is supported, any policy requirement should be informed by entries contained within the self-build and custom
housebuilding register alongside a consideration of deliverability and viability. If the Council is to require major
developments to include such plots, it is imperative that they can be brought forward in parallel with the main
development; do not conflict with the wider development in respect of scale, appearance or timescales; and are taken
into account from a viability perspective given that such plots would be provided at below market value;
Dandara Ltd is supportive of the wording associated with Policy H6 whereby housing mix contained within the most upto-date HEDNA "... are however a guide rather than a requirement as they may need to be varied on the basis of
specific circumstances or evidence" (para. 5.55). The Council should apply flexibility when considering housing mix on
individual sites including site specific considerations such as location, viability and market demand and whether the
delivery of a higher proportion of smaller dwellings within urban areas may allow for more family sized housing to be
delivered on Greenfield sites on the edge of urban areas and villages whilst maintaining close to the recommended
HEDNA mix across the District as a whole;
Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires "larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in
strategic settlements will be expected to provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of the overall
mix". The Council should ensure that the provision of extra care dwellings is fully taken into account within viability
assessments associated with individual sites especially considering other cumulative 'planning gain' requirements such
as affordable housing and self / custom build. It is noted that 'larger residential development schemes' in the policy
refers to more than 300 houses which is a definition that should be retained within supporting para. 5.61;
Likewise, Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires a proportion of new homes in developments to achieve Category 2 and
Category 3 of Approved Document M: Volume 1 (Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings). Whilst such an objective is
supported, the Council should again consider any viability implications of such standards especially taking into account
the suite of 'planning gain' requirements including affordable housing, self / custom build and extra care provision. The
supporting policy and evidence base should be in full accordance with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) para: 008, ref
ID: 56-008-20160519;
Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes' is unevidenced and in conflict with national policy. If the Council is proposing a policy relating
to 'dwelling sizes', any standard should accord with the 'Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space
Standard' (March 2015). PPG is clear that "where a Local Planning Authority (or qualifying body) wishes to require an
internal space standard, they should only do so by reference in their Local Plan to the nationally described space

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1331 - 29417 - H6 Housing Mix - iii, iv

1331

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

standard" (para: 018, ref ID: 56-018-20150327). Policy H7 should therefore be deleted or amended to refer to nationally
described space standards;
Dandara Ltd supports the principle of Policy BE2 'Design of New Development' requiring consideration of "the local
distinctiveness and vernacular character of the locality". When considering local distinctiveness and vernacular
character the supporting text should make clear that this includes all surrounding development not simply those
elements of the townscape that the Council consider to be 'higher quality'. Our experience with the Authority is that they
adopt a very narrow definition of local distinctiveness and vernacular character which often does not consider the broad
range of building styles, materials and ages but rather focuses on those elements, most notably Conservation Areas or
listed buildings, that the Council consider should be given elevated weight rather than considered as part of a balanced
assessment of the collective character of the locality.
In summary, we consider that the Proposed Submission VALP is currently unsound as not being 'effective' due to the
potential viability implications of individual policies - affordable housing, self / custom build, accessibility standards,
extra care - not being considered cumulatively. In addition, we consider that Policy H7 is not 'consistent with national
policy' by suggesting the application of an internal space standard not in accordance with the nationally described
version.
I trust these representations are of interest and if you need any additional information or clarification on the points
contained herein, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully,
John Richards,
Associate Director, Planning
Summary:

Object, H6: supportive of wording regarding housing mix in HEDNA being a guide rather than a requirement. Should
apply flexibility to individual sites and include site specific considerations.
Provision of extra care dwellings should be fully taken into account within viability assessments for individual sites.
Definition of 'larger residential development schemes' as over 300 homes should be retained in paragraph 5.61.
Supports objective of requiring a proportion of new homes in developments to achieve Categories 2 & 3 in Approved
Doc M: Vol 1. Should consider viability implications of standards and be in accordance with Planning Policy Guidance.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Richards John 29417 VALP Representation Form.pdf
Richards John 29417 Representations to Proposed Submission VALP (December 2017).pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1345

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy H6 'Housing Mix'
1. We support the requirement for new residential developments to deliver a mix of housing types and sizes to meet
current and future housing needs, having regard to the most up to date evidence.
2. We also note the requirement that all developments of 100 homes or more in strategic settlements provide an
element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of this overall mix, or an equivalent amount in an alternative
location.
3. Specifically we note the requirement that for all new residential development, 10% of market housing and 15% of
affordable housing should meet Category 3 of Approved Document M Volume 1. Paragraph 5.62 of the supporting text
to this policy confirms that this relates to building regulations categories relating to adaptations and wheelchair
accessible homes. Category 3 specifically is identified as wheelchair user dwellings.
4. We do not object to the principle in this regard but clearly in some circumstances, it may not be appropriate or viable
to make such provision. This could therefore preclude the delivery of much needed housing and affordable housing
generally. Accordingly we consider that this requirement should be subject to the same caveat as extra care provision
i.e. subject to it being viable.
Changes Sought
5. Amend Policy H6 to make it clear that the requirement for Category 3 market and affordable homes is subject to
viability.

Summary:

Object, H6:
The requirement for Category 3 market and affordable homes should be subject to viability.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
5. Amend Policy H6 to make it clear that the requirement for Category 3 market and affordable homes is subject to
viability.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (GSL) Policy H6.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1354

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern
Manufacturing Ltd [32289]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern Manufacturing Ltd and their interests in
land west of AVDLP allocation BU.1 (BUC043), Moreton Road, Buckingham please find attached our representation.
This comments on policies S2, D2, B-BUC043, H1, H5, H6 and BE2.

Summary:

The requirement to deliver a mix of housing types and sizes in line with an assessment of requirements across the
whole HMA is considered unreasonable and unjustified.
Developers are well placed to understand market demand for the type of housing needed in a particular location.
The requirement expressed in the second paragraph of the policy for self-contained extra care dwellings is considered
unduly onerous, in conflict with paragraph 5.61 of the VALP and not justified by reference to express evidence of need
of the amount of this type of accommodation required. In the event the policy requirement is warranted it should be
justified by direct evidence of need on a case by case basis.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Paragraph 1 of the policy should be amended to reflect this, and simply state, the following:
"New residential development should provide a mix of housing types and sizes to meet current and future housing
needs."
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1355_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1397

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy H6 is not justified and is not sufficiently flexible to respond to the circumstances of individual sites. It also
requires and inefficient and ineffective provision of extra care accommodation.

Change to Plan

Policy H6 should include flexibility with regard to housing mix to reflect the individual circumstances of each site. It
should be made clear that small sites will not be expected to undertake a viability exercise to prove that it cannot
deliver specialist housing.
It should only support extra-care accommodation where this is viable and effective.
It should also take account of the available evidence which demonstrates that the proposed optional standards are not
justified.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S2 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 4.151 to 4.154 NL_Redacted.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) H6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) NL plan.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1499 - 32293 - H6 Housing Mix - i, iii

1499

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait
[32293]

Agent:

WYG (Sarah Butterfield) [29893]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Version of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, made on
behalf of Corbally (Finmere) Group and Mrs Vanessa Tait.

Summary:

Draft Policy H6 is not positively prepared and will not be effective. This is because it
doesn't deliver enough flexibility to allow housing mix to be considered on a site by site
basis, to ensure local housing need is met and without the applicability of any blanket
requirements, for example on extra care provision.

Change to Plan

Draft Policy H6 should therefore contain
flexibility and not simply utilise the Council's evidence as a blanket application for housing mix
requirements. Similarly, there should be no blanket requirement on the provision of extra care
dwellings in larger schemes. Rather, local market evidence must be considered on a site by site
basis, to allow developments to provide homes that will meet locally evidenced need, which in
turn will support a balanced population.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, iii

Attachments:
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy D5.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) 171214 - AVDC Proposed Submission Local Plan Reps - FINAL
amalgamated.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form SA.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S7.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S3.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy S2.pdf
Butterfield, Sarah 29893 (CFG&VT) Response Form Policy H6.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1533

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

However, it is considered that the first paragraph to draft Policy H6 is inflexible as it does not take
into account viability or site specific circumstances.

Change to Plan

As such, draft Policy H6 should be amended as
follows:
"New residential development should provide a mix of housing
types and sizes to meet current and future housing needs.
Where i t is appropriate and viable to do so, t he housing mix
will be agreed taking into account the Council's most-up-todate
evidence on housing need and any evidence available
regarding local market conditions"

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1530_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1541

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: FI Real Estate Management [32309]

Agent:

Full Text:

DPP Planning (Richard Purser) [32401]

Please accept by way of this email the attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed
Submission Consultation.
The attached representations are made on behalf FI Real Estate Management for whom we are acting as agent.
Representations are submitted in relation to the policies and sections set out below:
* Policy E1
* Policy H6
* Section 13 - Central Aylesbury Policies Map

Summary:
Policy H6 incorrectly translates the 300 houses large site threshold in justification paragraph 5.61 in to the policy as 100
dwellings. This sets up an unnecessary and unacceptable prospect of smaller scale schemes, including apartment
buildings, needing to justify why extra care cannot be provided, adding costs and delay to provision of housing
development. Additionally, it is unclear how provision of extra care will be furthered by such a policy as it takes little
consideration of the specific support facilities required, including on-site staff availability. Extra care housing should be
promoted in a standalone, positive policy
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

Policy H6 should be amended to delete 2nd, 3rd and 4th paragraphs in full.
Supporting justification paragraph 5.65 should be deleted as there is no evidence to mandate Category 2, Part M.
Other supporting paragraphs 5.57-5.64 still provide useful information, but should be reviewed in light of change to
Policy H6.
The Council should consider a new housing policy to positively encourage new extra housing developments.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form E1.pdf
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form Proposals Map.pdf
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form H6.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1563

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Inspire Villages Group [32311]

Agent:

Full Text:

BB Architecture and Planning (Mr Andrew
Boughton) [32061]

This representation/consultation response comprises:
1. Completed Representation form
2. Inspire Villages supporting statement
3. Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
4. JLL report Retirement living
5. The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
6. Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
7. Knight Frank report

Summary:

The representation of Inspired Villages Group is set out in The Inspire Villages
supporting statement which is to be read with reports also attached to the email
submission.
Documents forming part of this representation are:
(separate attachments):
* Inspire Villages supporting statement
* Housing LIN doc: More Choice Greater Voice
* JLL report Retirement living
* The Market Opportunity (ECV report)
* Economic, social and environmental impacts of a typical care village
* Knight Frank report

Change to Plan

* Changes to section 5.57 onwards:
- to recognize the sustainability benefits of CCRC development as part of the 'extra
care'/housing with care requirement
-to more accurately reflect the nature of the requirement for specialized housing and
the proportion of population which will be in need of care
-to rebalance delivery of housing with care both in terms of gross numbers and away
from the current 100% extra care provision by social landlords
* Rectify the methodology in the HEDNA to show a minimum requirement of 1725 units of
housing-with-care
* Specific policy to address the need for specialized housing for older people to include
provision for housing with care and allocations which cannot be diluted in numbers or type of
provision AND permissive policies to encourage additional CCRC development as market
matures.
* Policy S2 to be amended to allow the development strategy to flex such that specialist
housing for older people (C2 housing/housing with care) can be provided in sustainable
locations outside the main towns.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) MORE CHOICE GREATER VOICE.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) ECV Jones Lang LaSalle-ilovepdf-compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP submit Reg 19 statementas_Redacted.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) VALP Response Form.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) F_ECV_0248 Economic, Social & Environmental Impact
Report_sp.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) Knight frank report retirement-housing-2014-2388.compressed.pdf
Boughton, Andrew 32061 (IVG) 2017 JLL_Retirement_Living.compressed.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1602

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

Policy H6 is not justified and is not sufficiently flexible to respond to the circumstances of individual sites. It also
requires and inefficient and ineffective provision of extra care accommodation.

Change to Plan

Policy H6 should include flexibility with regard to housing mix to reflect the individual circumstances of each site.
It should only support extra-care accommodation where this is viable and effective.
It should also take account of the available evidence which demonstrates that the proposed optional standards are not
justified.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1629

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Object to the percentage requirement in relation to Building Regulations Part M4(3) (wheelchair user dwellings). Not
properly considered the viability implications of proposed policy requirements.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1687 - 32219 - H6 Housing Mix - None

1687

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service (Mr Staurt
Gowanlock) [32219]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached a letter containing our representations in relation to Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

We recommend that a requirement for the installation of automatic fire suppression systems be included for Category 2
(accessible and adaptable) and Category 3 (wheelchair user) dwellings as occupants will face greater risk to life in the
event of fire.

Change to Plan

We recommend that a requirement for the installation of automatic fire suppression systems be included for Category 2
(accessible and adaptable) and Category 3 (wheelchair user) dwellings as occupants will face greater risk to life in the
event of fire.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Gowanlock Stuart 32219 BFRS Response.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1701

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

This policy expects that all larger developments should provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as
part of the over mix. Whilst this might be possible on very large sites (500+), this would/may not be possible or
appropriate on sites below this general level of site and should either therefore be clarified or omitted from the plan.
Concern is raised in relation to the requirement for all residential developments to meet Category 2 standards for
adapted homes with 10% of market homes meeting Category 3 standards. The evidence base for such specific
requirements appear limited and the justification appears lacking, particularly the viability implications of imposing such
stringent requirements

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1728

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd
[32315]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Mr Christopher Roberts) [30283]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Ltd., and CALA homes Ltd., in relation
to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017).

Summary:

larger residential developments, in Strategic
Settlements, will be expected to provide an element of self-contained extra care
dwellings, noting that delivery of such units at an 'alternative location' may be
acceptable if this is agreed to be more appropriate. We submit that this aspect of the
proposed policy is all-encompassing and inflexible, in both its wording and conception.
The 'blanket' requirement to provide extra care dwellings discourages effective
consideration of the specific needs of the locality. Furthermore, even though there is
some allowance for delivery at alternative locations, the proposed policy assumes that
land will be available (in suitable locations).

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;CH) Local Plan Representations Land North East of Haddenham 2017
V4.pdf
Roberts, Christopher 30283 (PH&amp;amp;CH) Guidance-note-and-response-form111217.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1777

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Ainscough Strategic Land [32319]

Agent:

Turley Associates (Taylor Cherrett) [32320]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Pre Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation prepared on
behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land in relation to 'Land at the Former Marsworth Airfield, Marsworth, Buckinghamshire',
which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan for a residential led mixed use development.

Summary:

The 'blanket' requirement to provide extra care dwellings
discourages effective consideration of the specific needs of the locality, and has no
regard to the suitability of a particular site or its capacity to accommodate extra care
units or indeed the viability of such proposals. We advise that extra care developments
often require a large building footprint and introduce large blocks of apartments. Such
developments are unlikely to be suitable in locations where this would (for example)
contrast with development density in the surrounding locality.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1777_Redacted.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) Response Form - Ainscough Strategic Land.pdf
Cherrett, Taylor 32320 (ASL) amended representation letter redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1802

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The housing mix may need to vary depending on the specific circumstances. We object to the requirement for selfcontained extra care dwellings on the site. There is no evidence to justify the provision or assess the impact on scheme
viability. the policy should be deleted.

Change to Plan

We object to the requirement for self-contained extra care dwellings on the site. There is no evidence to justify the
provision or assess the impact on scheme viability. the policy should be deleted.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1803

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Minton Health Care (Buckingham) Ltd [32421]

Agent:

Alder King (Portia Banwell) [29756]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

consequences of the policy, is that the OAN may not be met due to C2 development wrongly being assumed as
forming part of the supply. Conversely, it will be unclear to what extent institutional need is being met if the
development being delivered is assumed to be specialist mainstream housing. Of these two issues, of greatest concern
to Minton is the risk that institutional need is not appropriately planned for, something that it considers to be a credible
issue given that there is no commitment within the plan to meet the need for this type of development.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Banwell, Portia 29756_171211_REP.PDF

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1840

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

The policy as drafted contains very limited detail to guide both decision makers and applicants in terms of agreeing an
appropriate housing mix on a potential development site. This lack of detail introduces uncertainty and ambiguity with
the policy. consider the policy to be contrary to advice in paragraph 17 of the NPPF

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
1842a_Redacted.pdf
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1853

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: CALA Homes Limited [32297]

Agent:

Full Text:

Hunter Page Planning (Guy Wakefield) [32296]

Please find attached our representation made on behalf of CALA Homes Limited in relation to the Submission Version
of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
Please note that the following PDF attachments form the appendices to the Representation letter:
* Appendix 1 - Appeal Decision Land at Leasows Chipping Campden (APP/F1610/W/16/3165805): Appeal Decision Cotswolds.pdf
* Appendix 2 - Site Location Plan Land to the West of Gib Lane, Bierton: 3143 P 100.pdf
* Appendix 3 - Site Location Plan Land adjacent to Ivy Cottage, Main Street, Grendon Underwood: 2997.100 B Location
Plan(1).pdf

Summary:

It also seeks to remove or for greater justification to be provided for the blanket requirement for 15% of affordable
housing to meet category 3 requirements - M4(3) (wheelchair user dwellings), of the Building Regulations.

Change to Plan

See attached letter from Hunter Page Planning dated 12 December 2017

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy H6.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) 3143 P 100.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Appeal Decision - Cotswolds.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy D2.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy S3.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) Response-form Policy H5.pdf
1844c_Redacted.pdf
Wakefield, Guy 32296 (CHLtd) 2997.100 B Location Plan(1).pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1918

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt)
[32193]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

not justified the requirement for all homes to be built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable
homes to be built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that as the population
is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible . However, the HEDNA itself outlines that many of the
existing older people are unlikely to move from their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less
need for new homes to be built to part M4(2).

Change to Plan

As the full cumulative impacts of the policies set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be
sufficient justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the optional accessibility
standards.
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Not Specified
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Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Behrendt, Mark 32193,House Builders Federation HBF rep VALP Reg 19 Dec 2017 REDACT.pdf
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Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

Policy H6 is not justified and is not sufficiently flexible to respond to the circumstances of individual sites.

Change to Plan

Policy H6 should include flexibility with regard to housing mix to reflect the individual circumstances of each site.
It should also take account of the available evidence which demonstrates that the proposed optional standards are not
justified.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

Based on the above, we consider that Policy H6 is unsound as the policy is unjustified in terms of its
evidence base and inconsistent with national policy.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy H6: The reference to the Buildings Regulations under the policy should be omitted.
The percentage requirements are not justified and should be targets, not a fixed requirement, linked
to identified need.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy H6 is not justified and is not sufficiently flexible to respond to the circumstances of individual sites. It also
requires and inefficient and ineffective provision of extra care accommodation.

Change to Plan

Policy H6 should include flexibility with regard to housing mix to reflect the individual circumstances of each site. It
should be made clear that small sites will not be expected to undertake a viability exercise to prove that it cannot
deliver specialist housing.
It should only support extra-care accommodation where this is viable and effective.
It should also take account of the available evidence which demonstrates that the proposed optional standards are not
justified.
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Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_11A Framework.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S2 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_12 SLP.PDF
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 4.151 to 4.154 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) H6_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

The reference to Building Regulations is too prescriptive. The policy must be sufficiently flexible to adapt to changing
circumstances as required by the NPPF. It is too rigid to specify percentages of dwellings to meet Building Regulations
and this should relate to the identified need. Viability testing will be considered on a case by case basis. In any event, it
is not necessary to require adherence to Building Regulations within a development plan policy and this reference
should be omitted. Policy H6 is unsound as the policy is unjustified in terms of its evidence base and inconsistent with
national policy.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy H6: The reference to the Buildings Regulations under the policy should be omitted.
The percentage requirements are not justified and should be targets, not a fixed requirement, linked
to identified need.
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Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
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Respondent: Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP [32240]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

The Policy states that "larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in strategic
settlements will be expected to provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of the overall mix, or
an equivalent amount in an alternative location if this is agreed to be more appropriate".
The contribution of any amount of self-contained extra care dwellings must be considered on a site by site basis and
subject to viability and demand.

Change to Plan

We recommend the re-wording as follows:
"Larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in strategic settlements will be expected
to provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of the overall mix, or an equivalent amount in an
alternative location if this is agreed to be more appropriate. The provision will be determined on a site-by-site basis
dependent on evidence of demand and viability".
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Attachments:
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D1.pdf
1996f_Redacted.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E1.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E2.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy H6.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D-AYL115.pdf
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Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Requirement for self contained extra care housing may make development unviable

Change to Plan

Policy should refer to viability
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Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

The proposed policy affords no consideration to development viability and the
subsequent impact that the provision of extra care dwellings may have on the
overall deliverability of a scheme or the provision of affordable homes.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

On the basis of the foregoing, including the lack of a detailed viability assessment
to assess the commercial impact of such a blanket requirement, we are of the
view that Policy H6 is not justified nor effective and has the potential to impede
the delivery of sites of in excess of 100 dwellings.
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Yes

The policy should be amended through modifications in accordance with our
comments set out above.
7.22. Amendments should also be made in order to make it clear that the requirements,
if carried forward, are not to be applied on a mandatory basis. Rather, they
should be assessed on a site by site basis in order to provide the necessary
24
flexibility required to ensure a blanket approach does not stifle otherwise viable
and sustainable development.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
2071_Redacted.pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
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Respondent: CEG [32243]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client CEG, please find attached our response to the Local Plan

Summary:

The requirement to provide Category 3 market and affordable homes should be subject to viability.

Change to Plan

see summary statement
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Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy S2_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy T6.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part3.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part1_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H6_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part2.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H7_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Para 3.78 to 3.80_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This is unexceptionable, but the local views on the mix will need to be explored
further when developing the WNP.
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Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2553 - 28798 - H6 Housing Mix - None

2553

Object

5. Housing

H6 Housing Mix

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

Suggested amendments to h6

Change to Plan
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2554_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

There is inconsistency in the policy explanation at 5.61 which refers to "larger developments" as being more than 300;
yet in the actual policy H6 larger development is taken to be 100 or more. Distance from facilities such as GP
surgeries; convenience retail and public transport does not seem to have been considered in the allocation/suitability of
these sites. Lifetime homes mechanism is needed to ensure small houses are replaced if extended. Childcare facilities
is an additional example of where VALP has vision statements regarding education but does not indicate how it will be
delivered.

Change to Plan
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2626_redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

There is inconsistency in the policy explanation at 5.61 which refers to "larger developments" as being more than 300;
yet in the actual policy H6 larger development is taken to be 100 or more. Distance from facilities such as GP
surgeries; convenience retail and public transport does not seem to have been considered in the allocation/suitability of
these sites. Lifetime homes mechanism is needed to ensure small houses are replaced if extended. Childcare facilities
is an additional example of where VALP has vision statements regarding education but does not indicate how it will be
delivered.
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Attachments:
Stuchbury, Robin 32366, Buckingham Town Council 31945 - Final Buckingham Town Council response.pdf
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Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

The Local Plan confirm (para 5.67) that there is no evidence that space provision in new dwellings in Aylesbury Vale is
substandard. There is therefore, no justification for the inclusion of a policy in the Local Plan in relation to this matter.
Nonetheless Policy H7 seeks to establish a vague requirement in relation to this matter, but its terms are imprecise and
its application will have no benefit in enabling sustainable development. The policy should therefore, be deleted.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy H7, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not provide a clear indication of how the decision maker should apply
the policy and enable sustainable development.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy H7, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not justified in that it is not the most appropriate strategy and has not properly considered reasonable alternative
strategies; and
- is inconsistent with national policy in that it does not provide a clear indication of how the decision maker should apply
the policy and enable sustainable development.
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Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

The policy should be amended to reference the nationally adopted minimum space
standards for all new dwellings. This will provide certainty for developers in designing and
preparing residential planning applications.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4
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Respondent: Dandara Ltd (J Richards) [29417]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam,
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Representations to Proposed Submission VALP
Dandara Ltd for Land North of Aston Road and West of Stanbridge Road, Haddenham
Dandara Ltd purchased land located to the north of Aston Road and west of Stanbridge Road in Haddenham which
benefits from outline planning permission for the following description of development:
"Construction of 280 no. dwellings, including 35 no. age - restricted dwellings, with associated garages, parking, estate
roads, footways, pedestrian linkages, public open space, burial ground, community sports facility, strategic
landscaping, drainage and other associated works" (ref. 14/02666/AOP).
Reserved Matter applications have been submitted to the Council under refs. 17/01841/ADP and 17/04543/ADP for
four phases of development, with phases 1 and 2 due to commence on site in January 2018. These representations
therefore focus on policies which would potentially impact upon the deliverability and viability of the development.
We would comment on the following policies contained within the November 2017 Proposed Submission draft Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-33:
Dandara Ltd supports the objective of Policy H1 'Affordable Housing' seeking to secure a minimum of 25% affordable
housing associated with qualifying developments. Whilst we also support the objective of "the affordable homes will be
expected to be integrated throughout the development site", this should be applied flexibly taking into account the
objective of creating mixed communities and the realities and costs associated with future management by registered
providers. Our experience of the application of this policy is that the Council apply their 'clustering' policy of no more
than 15 affordable housing units rigidly, without considering how neighbourhoods or communities would develop
following scheme completion. As an example, affordable housing units that have a garden-to-garden relationship but do
not share a common street or approach should not automatically be considered as representing a 'cluster' as the
creation of mixed-tenure neighbourhoods are principally defined by the streets on which the houses are located, the
source of daily interaction with neighbours, rather than who one shares a rear garden boundary with. The supporting
text to the policy should recognise that any 'clustering' figure will be applied flexibly having regard to those communities
created following development and the principal day-to-day interactions that will result;
Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing' will expect developments proposing 100 dwellings and above to provide a
percentage of serviced plots for sale to self / custom builders. Whilst the principle of supporting the self / custom build
industry is supported, any policy requirement should be informed by entries contained within the self-build and custom
housebuilding register alongside a consideration of deliverability and viability. If the Council is to require major
developments to include such plots, it is imperative that they can be brought forward in parallel with the main
development; do not conflict with the wider development in respect of scale, appearance or timescales; and are taken
into account from a viability perspective given that such plots would be provided at below market value;
Dandara Ltd is supportive of the wording associated with Policy H6 whereby housing mix contained within the most upto-date HEDNA "... are however a guide rather than a requirement as they may need to be varied on the basis of
specific circumstances or evidence" (para. 5.55). The Council should apply flexibility when considering housing mix on
individual sites including site specific considerations such as location, viability and market demand and whether the
delivery of a higher proportion of smaller dwellings within urban areas may allow for more family sized housing to be
delivered on Greenfield sites on the edge of urban areas and villages whilst maintaining close to the recommended
HEDNA mix across the District as a whole;
Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires "larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in
strategic settlements will be expected to provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of the overall
mix". The Council should ensure that the provision of extra care dwellings is fully taken into account within viability
assessments associated with individual sites especially considering other cumulative 'planning gain' requirements such
as affordable housing and self / custom build. It is noted that 'larger residential development schemes' in the policy
refers to more than 300 houses which is a definition that should be retained within supporting para. 5.61;
Likewise, Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires a proportion of new homes in developments to achieve Category 2 and
Category 3 of Approved Document M: Volume 1 (Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings). Whilst such an objective is
supported, the Council should again consider any viability implications of such standards especially taking into account
the suite of 'planning gain' requirements including affordable housing, self / custom build and extra care provision. The
supporting policy and evidence base should be in full accordance with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) para: 008, ref
ID: 56-008-20160519;
Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes' is unevidenced and in conflict with national policy. If the Council is proposing a policy relating
to 'dwelling sizes', any standard should accord with the 'Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space
Standard' (March 2015). PPG is clear that "where a Local Planning Authority (or qualifying body) wishes to require an
internal space standard, they should only do so by reference in their Local Plan to the nationally described space
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standard" (para: 018, ref ID: 56-018-20150327). Policy H7 should therefore be deleted or amended to refer to nationally
described space standards;
Dandara Ltd supports the principle of Policy BE2 'Design of New Development' requiring consideration of "the local
distinctiveness and vernacular character of the locality". When considering local distinctiveness and vernacular
character the supporting text should make clear that this includes all surrounding development not simply those
elements of the townscape that the Council consider to be 'higher quality'. Our experience with the Authority is that they
adopt a very narrow definition of local distinctiveness and vernacular character which often does not consider the broad
range of building styles, materials and ages but rather focuses on those elements, most notably Conservation Areas or
listed buildings, that the Council consider should be given elevated weight rather than considered as part of a balanced
assessment of the collective character of the locality.
In summary, we consider that the Proposed Submission VALP is currently unsound as not being 'effective' due to the
potential viability implications of individual policies - affordable housing, self / custom build, accessibility standards,
extra care - not being considered cumulatively. In addition, we consider that Policy H7 is not 'consistent with national
policy' by suggesting the application of an internal space standard not in accordance with the nationally described
version.
I trust these representations are of interest and if you need any additional information or clarification on the points
contained herein, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully,
John Richards,
Associate Director, Planning
Summary:

Object, H7: unevidenced and in conflict with national policy. If the Council is proposing a policy relating to 'dwelling
sizes', any standard should accord with the 'Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space Standard'
(March 2015). PPG is clear that "where a Local Planning Authority (or qualifying body) wishes to require an internal
space standard, they should only do so by reference in their Local Plan to the nationally described space standard"
(para: 018, ref ID: 56-018-20150327). Policy H7 should therefore be deleted or amended to refer to nationally described
space standards.
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Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy H7 'Dwelling Size'
1. Policy H7 of the Local Plan states that new dwellings will be required to provide 'sufficient internal space for normal
residential activities commensurate in size with the expected occupancy of the dwelling'. The supporting text to the
policy makes it clear, with reference to the Government's national space standards that 'currently there is no evidence
that space provision in new dwellings in Aylesbury Vale is below that set out in the standards'. On that evidence, the
Council is right to conclude that there is no need for internal space standards in Aylesbury Vale.
2. Against this background, whilst we appreciate the intent of the policy, the policy as worded is so vague as to be
meaningless. More worryingly, the supporting text to the policy suggests that further information about the Council's
expectations in this regard will be contained within a future Design SPD. However, such an SPD has not been
produced and, importantly, would not be the subject of independent examination. The Council cannot seek to include
an extremely vague policy in the Local Plan and then introduce meaningful detail through an SPD process that is not
independently tested. This would be wholly unfair and inappropriate.
3. Against this background, and given that the issue of dwelling size is, based on the Council's own evidence, not an
issue, Policy H7 should simply be deleted.
Changes Sought
4. Policy H7 should be deleted.

Summary:

Object, H7: That policy is unnecessary and as worded is too vague in any event, as such it should be deleted.
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Changes Sought
4. Policy H7 should be deleted.
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

Providing minimum gross floor areas for all dwellings is inappropriate. This is not based on appropriate viability
considerations and would hinder the ability of the market to deliver both the amount of housing required and the type of
accommodation required from future occupants. The policy should be removed and dealt with through building control
requirements if justified.
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Respondent: Minton Health Care (Buckingham) Ltd [32421]

Agent:

Alder King (Portia Banwell) [29756]

Full Text:

Please find attached our representation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Suggested wording is
provided below:

Change to Plan

'Policy H7: Institutional Accommodation
The HEDNA anticipates the number of individuals residing in nursing homes, extra care developments and
other uses falling within the C2: Residential Institution use class (the institutional population) to increase by
at least 1,670 individuals during the plan period. To address this need, allocations will be made for
development falling within the C2: Residential Institution use class at the following locations:
West End Farm, Brackley Road - 72 extra care units...'
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The policy is ambiguous and provides no certainty with regards to how the Policy requirements can be met i.e there
are no standards to be met. The Council proposes to introduce an SPD but this would not have the same level of
scrutiny. the Council confirms there is no evidence that space provisions in new dwellings in Aylesbury Vale is below
the National Space Standards.

Change to Plan

Delete the policy.
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Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt)
[32193]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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H7 Dwelling sizes

nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
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affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

policy not consistent with internal space standards in PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should only do so by reference to the
national described space standards. Any other approach taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be
considered unsound. However, in addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described space standards. If this is the case
then seeking to apply an alternative standard is unjustified

Change to Plan

Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be deleted from the Local Plan.
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Respondent: Kier Property [32298]

Agent:

Planning Potential (Nona Jones) [32299]

Full Text:

Please find the attached letter of representations for the proposed submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan dated
14/12/17 on behalf of our client, Kier Property. In addition, please find our completed response form, site location plan
and our previous representations attached.

Summary:

Whilst we encourage high quality design, in the absence of a policy providing descriptive reference, we consider that
Policy H7 serves little purpose. This is not in accordance with paragraph 154 of the NPP and as such, we consider that
Policy H7 is not sound and should be removed or elaborated to detail what the Council is seeking.

Change to Plan

should be removed or elaborated to detail what the Council is seeking.
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Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Newton Longville_Site Location Plan.pdf
Jones, Nona 32299 (KP) 3201_Completed Response Form_14122017.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

We consider that the policy does not have the necessary clarity to provide either applicants or decisionmakers,
as required by paragraph 17 of the NPPF, to make predictable and efficient decisions.
We consider that without full consideration to the impacts on viability, need and market signals, this could
negatively impact on the affordability of units and the size of units being provided.
Based on the above, we consider that Policy H7 is unsound as the policy is unjustified in terms of its
evidence base and inconsistent with national policy.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy H7: Omission of Policy H7.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1978 - 32264 - H7 Dwelling sizes - ii, iv

1978

Object

5. Housing

H7 Dwelling sizes

Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

We object strongly on the grounds that insufficient evidence has been presented to justify or consider the policy as
drafted and that more work is needed to demonstrate any need and implication of adoption. Only after justification of
need has been established can the consideration of Viability and timings be truly considered.
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Object to Policy H7: Omission of Policy H7.
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Respondent: CEG [32243]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client CEG, please find attached our response to the Local Plan

Summary:

The policy is unnecessary and as worded is too vague in any event. As such it should be deleted.
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see summary statement
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Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
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Respondent: Wycombe District Council (Charlotte Morris)
[32091]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

HOUSING: This Memorandum of Understanding identifies that AVDC falls within the same Housing Market Area as
Wycombe District Council as part of a Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area. Based on the December 2016 HEDNA
Update and Bucks HEDNA Addendum September 2017 the Objectively Assessed Need for the Bucks Housing Market
Area is 45,500 dwellings, of which 19,400 is for Aylesbury Vale and 13,200 is for Wycombe District. Through capacity
work we have identified an unmet housing need of 2,275 dwellings that cannot be accommodated within the district due
to the land supply constraints that exist. The Memorandum of Understanding agrees that this unmet housing need will
be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale. We note there is an error within the VALP which identifies 2,250 dwellings for
Wycombe's unmet housing need. We ask that this is corrected to be that set out in the July 2017 Memorandum of
Understanding for 2,275 dwellings. We welcome the flexibility built into the VALP housing supply with a 5.2% buffer.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING: The Memorandum of Understanding identifies that affordable housing policies in VALP will
secure a proportion of affordable housing as part of delivering unmet housing needs from other plan areas within the
Bucks HMA (including Wycombe District). Policy H1 of the VALP sets out residential developments of 11 or more
dwellings gross, or sites of 0.3ha or more will be required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site.
Currently it is unclear what this will deliver in terms of potential affordable housing supply and whether sufficient
affordable housing will be provided to meet the proportion of unmet housing needs to be accommodated in Aylesbury
Vale from Wycombe District. It would be helpful if this could be clarified either in the VALP or the supporting evidence
base.
EMPLOYMENT: Aylesbury Vale falls within the same Functional Economic Market (FEMA) area as Wycombe District
as part of the Bucks wide FEMA. We support that the VALP identifies there is sufficient employment land available in
Aylesbury Vale to meet the overall forecast employment land needs across the FEMA, taking into account undersupply
within Wycombe District. The Memorandum of Understanding identifies our plans will adopt a "precautionary and
flexible approach to economic development including ensuring allocations are flexible to adjust to changes in the
market". In light of this Policy E1 part c identifies that main town centre uses will not be supported on key employment
sites, except as ancillary facilities to service a key employment site. The NPPF includes 'offices' as a main town centre
use therefore this policy should be amended to take this into consideration. The references to the Bucks HEDNA,
throughout the employment land chapter are also incorrect, e.g. para. 4.174 1st sentence should refer to the Bucks
HEDNA Update, December 2016 (not 2015). Bucks HEDNA Addendum (para. 4.175) was produced by Atkins and ORS
and was published in September 2017. Para. 4.176 refers to a property market review by the LEP. This is included as
Appendix A of the HEDNA Addendum (September 2017). References should be checked accordingly.
CONCLUSION: Wycombe District Council is satisfied that the tests of legal compliance and soundness have been
met but have identified some comments for consideration as set out above. As part of the Duty to Co-operate we will
continue to actively engage until the plan is submitted for examination.

Summary:

References to the Bucks HEDNA, throughout the employment land chapter are also
incorrect, e.g. para. 4.174 1st sentence should refer to the Bucks HEDNA Update,
December 2016 (not 2015). Bucks HEDNA Addendum (para. 4.175) was produced by
Atkins and ORS and was published in September 2017. Para. 4.176 refers to a property
market review by the LEP. This is included as Appendix A of the HEDNA Addendum
(September 2017). References should be checked accordingly.

Change to Plan

References to the Bucks HEDNA, throughout the employment land chapter are also
incorrect, e.g. para. 4.174 1st sentence should refer to the Bucks HEDNA Update,
December 2016 (not 2015). Bucks HEDNA Addendum (para. 4.175) was produced by
Atkins and ORS and was published in September 2017. Para. 4.176 refers to a property
market review by the LEP. This is included as Appendix A of the HEDNA Addendum
(September 2017). References should be checked accordingly.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:
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Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the requirement that "Development should not, either on its own or cumulatively, (in combination with
other established or proposed developments in the vicinity), significantly adversely affect the area's landscape, heritage
and built environment...", as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy
for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Full Text:

I strongly agree that key employment sites must be protected and the temptation to build housing on sites within them
that become temporary "brown field" because of a business relocating or ceasing to trade must be resisted

Summary:

I strongly agree that key employment sites must be protected and the temptation to build housing on sites within them
that become temporary "brown field" because of a business relocating or ceasing to trade must be resisted
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Respondent: Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust [32095]

Agent:

Castle Planning (Mrs Julia Riddle) [32094]

Full Text:

The supporting text to policy E2 identifies the protection of key employment sites, and notes the Enterprise Zone status
of Westcott Venture Park, which is supported.

Summary:

The supporting text to policy E2 identifies the protection of key employment sites, and notes the Enterprise Zone status
of Westcott Venture Park, which is supported.
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Respondent: Gt Brickhill Parish Council (Mr Christopher Leech)
[31948]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Silverstone Enterprise Zone would seem to be something of a Red Herring. Technically it is in Aylesbury Vale, but
due to its lack of good transport links to the south, bu excellent links via the A43 to the NE and SW, it will serve as an
employment centre for N Oxfordshire and S Northamptonshire far more than it will Aylesbury Vale and should be
removed from the VALP

Summary:

The Silverstone Enterprise Zone would seem to be something of a Red Herring. Technically it is in Aylesbury Vale, but
due to its lack of good transport links to the south, bu excellent links via the A43 to the NE and SW, it will serve as an
employment centre for N Oxfordshire and S Northamptonshire far more than it will Aylesbury Vale and should be
removed from the VALP
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Remover The Silverstone Enterprise Zone from VALP
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Respondent: Buckingham Society (Carolyn Cumming) [30231]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

BUT to avoid confusion, Buckingham Industrial Park should make clear that Buckingham Business part is part of this
key employment site.
We support Policy E2 on "other employment sites".
Paragraph 6.11: We think it is important to prevent employment uses occupying residential units. We would propose
that the sentence includes "residential capacity"; e.g. "do not undermine the availability of suitability of land for other
business or residential capacity, or compete with town and village locations"

Summary:

BUT to avoid confusion, Buckingham Industrial Park should make clear that Buckingham Business part is part of this
key employment site.
We support Policy E2 on "other employment sites".
Paragraph 6.11: We think it is important to prevent employment uses occupying residential units. We would propose
that the sentence includes "residential capacity"; e.g. "do not undermine the availability of suitability of land for other
business or residential capacity, or compete with town and village locations"
Officer Note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
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Respondent: Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited [32283]

Agent:

Full Text:

GL Hearn (Mr David Maxwell) [29613]

On behalf of our client, Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited, please see attached representations duly made towards the
Reg. 19 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
Full text where it has been summarised:
Para 1.14
Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of the policy approach of new employment need being met by new allocations to
meet forecast need. However, it is apparent that Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs.
The Council is failing to provied an effective planning policy framework by retaining areas of previous employment land
at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate which are no longer suitable, viable or deliverable for
employment purposes. The Gatehouse Industrial Estate has already been subject to incremental and
piecemeal redevelopment for alternative land uses, notably for residential at Brook Mews, and residential
being brought forward at Alton House. The character and form of development at the Gatehouse Industrial
Estate has already chaged such that land between Alton House and Brook Mews should be released for
residential and mixed use development.
The Council's approach in retaining the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate as a key employment site
is inconsistent with the NPPF paragraph 22 which seeks to prevent the long term retention of employment land where
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for that purpose. In these circumstances Planning Auithorities
should review the potential for allocation the land for alternative land uses, including for residential.
The Council's evidence base relating to the Gatehouse Industrial Estate is out-of-date and should be reviewed to take
account of existing and permitted residential development locally.
Para 3.78-3.80
Paragraph 3.80 of the VALP emphasises the considerable difficulty of potential large scale allocations being
brought forward speedily to meet immediate and short term (5 year) housing land supply requirements. Whilst
large scale urban extensions or a new settlement would prove a strong solution to medium and longer term
housing delivery, it is clear that a step change is required to increase the short term supply and delivery.
Aviva remain concerned that existing employment sites, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at
Gatehouse Close, Aylesbury, have not been adequately assessed to consider the potential for existing
employment land to be releasd in the shorter term to realise and deliver much needed new housing.
Specifically, further consideration must be given to the current and future difficulties associated with HELAA
site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse Close being successful or viable for employment purposes. HELAA
site AYL078 would be able to deliver approximately 300 dwellings, reducing the need for release of
greenfield land for a similar quantum of housing.
Table 9 and para 6.6:
Aviva object to the HELAA site ref. AYL078 forming part of the key employment site known as the Gatehouse
Industrial Area. Whilst HELAA site ref. AYL0788 is currently in partial use, the only realistic long term use of the
site is for residential development. There is very limited demand for the existing types of units on the site, and the
site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles means that the re-use or redevelopment
for employment is not viable. Although the site presently has some very short term tenants the only realistic long
term use of the site would be residential development.
In addition, it is submitted that paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 are overly protective of employment land, paricularly of
employment land such as that at HELAA site AYL078 which is clearly suitable for alternative more appropriate
land uses. Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that:
"Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose"...and..."land allocations should be regularly reviewed".
The NPPF goes on to say in the same paragraph that "where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities".
The NPPF also state that: "To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively
to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century".
It is submitted that AVDC should continue to release some greenfield land sites for mixed use development that
consists of residential and employment space. The strategic greenfield sites would allow for the employment sites
to be located in areas that are accessible and sustainable and allow the facilitation of the of the growth of the
Aylesbury Vale economy. Research and development, manufacturing and distribution have all traditionally been
located on the edge of settlements as they benefit from better connectivity.
Given the committed investment projects of East West Rail and HS2 and the larger strategic housing sites, it is
likely that Aylesbury will benefit from improved connectivity by 2033. This therefore means that previously
allocated land for employment that was once 'out of town' (such as land at HELAA site ref. AYL 078 Gatehouse
Industrial Estate) will be situated in an urban hinterland due to settlement expansion, rendering the employment
sites surplus to modern day requirements.
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In the case of HELAA site ref. AYL078 it is submitted by Aviva that there is very limited demand for the type of
units on the site, and the site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles, means that re-use or
redevelopment is not viable as a continuation of 'B' uses.
In conclusion, it is submitted that either the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should no longer be identified as a key
employment site, or alternatively the HELAA site ref. AYL078 should be excluded from identification in the Local
Plan proposals map as no longer forming part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate as a key employment site.
S2 and table 1:
Policy S2 is supported in terms of identifying an approach to delivery of land for housing and employment growth
and development, including to meet some of the needs of adjoining highly constrained districts including
Wycombe and Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Nevertheless, the approach of releasing large greenfield sites for residential development to meet the needs of
Aylesbury and adjoining authorities is not justified, effective or consistent with National Policy where there is
significant previously developed land available that can deliver new homes at sustainable locations.
Aylesbury District is seeking to retain historic/ existing employment land for employment purposes where there is
no realistic or viable prospect of the land contributing towards employment development throughout the Plan
period.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should be reviewed in light of current and permitted residential
developments at Brook Mews and Alton House and in light of the long term and persistent vacancies and
poor take up of employment land and premises.
Aylesbury Vale has not recently reviewed the ability for the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate to contrbute
towards employment development, and it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF land
east of the residential scheme at Alton House should be allocated for an alternative and more suitable land use
i.e. a logical and sustainable form of residential linking Alton House, with Brook Mews.
S7:
Poliy S7 is supported by Aviva. Policy S7 appropriately expects efficient and effective use of land and
encourages reuse of previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations. Nevertheless, Policy S7
should be strengthened to confirm that Aylesbury Vale will encourage efficient and effective use of land, in
sustainable locations and subject to specific site considerations, ahead of release of greenfield or Green Belt
land.
Policy S7 should also be strengthened to set out how Aylesbury Vale intends to apply the emerging
requirements from the government for Council's to prepare brownfield land registers.
Paragraph 3.67 only makes reference to the emerging brownfield land register initiative. Aviva submit that
Aylesbury Vale should set out within paragrph 3.81 and policy S7 strong support for the principles of
brownfield land. Indeed, it is recommended that Aylesbury Vale should provide confirmation that a brownfield
land register will be prepared by the Council, to be informed by detailed and fresh assessment of suitable,
available and deliverable previosuly developed land, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse
Close, Aylesbury.
Policy maps for Aylesbury:
Aviva object to the potential housing allocations VALP policy map inset for Aylesbury, as the map fails to identify
HELAA site ref. AYL078, land at Gatehouse Close as a potential housing allocation. HELAA site ref. AYL078
is located immediately adjacent to, and shares its eastern boundary with the now completed residential
development at Brook Mews, as well as its western boundary with the permitted residenital development at
Alton House. HELAA site ref. AYL078 also shares the same credentials as a highly sustainable location for
residential development, being within walking distance of Aylesbury town centre and railway station, as well as
the range and mix of commnity facilites and servies within and around the town centre.
Summary:

Aviva object to the retention of site AYL078 as part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate key employment site.

Change to Plan

Remove the Gatehouse Industrial Estate from the list of Key Employment Sites.
Alternatively, delete HELAA site ref. AYL078 from the Gatehouse Industrial Estate, as well as the permitted residential
development at the adjoining site Alton House.
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 1.14 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Policy S2 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Proposals Map Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Policy S7 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 6.5 and 6.6 and Table 9 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 4.170 to 4.173 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Para 3.78_3.80 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Westcott Park
This site is largely on unproductive strata (clay/mudstone).The past land uses may have resulted in contamination
being present. Therefore some site investigation/remedial works may be required with respect to controlled waters.
Major remediation of groundwater or other controlled waters remediation is unlikely.

Change to Plan

Westcott Park
Some site investigation/remedial works may be required with respect to controlled waters. Major remediation of
groundwater or other controlled waters remediation is unlikely.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
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Respondent: Laxton Properties (Mr Ed Whetham) [31934]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The owners of Halton Brook Business Park are in favour of the designation of their land as a key employment site.
However they note that the location of Halton Brook Business Park is incorrectly identified on the Proposals Map for
Halton, whereas its correct location is in Aston Clinton (as shown on the attached plan).

Summary:

The owners of Halton Brook Business Park are in favour of the designation of their land as a key employment site.
However they note that the location of Halton Brook Business Park is incorrectly identified on the Proposals Map for
Halton, whereas its correct location is in Aston Clinton (as shown on the attached plan).

Change to Plan

N/A
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Attachments:
171127 -Halton Brook Business Park - Red Line A3.pdf
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Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

*

Support reference to the Enterprise Zone and AW in policy E1 on pages 182-4

Summary:

*

Support reference to the Enterprise Zone and AW in policy E1 on pages 182-4

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: MEPC Silverstone GP Limited [32142]

Agent:

Terence O'Rourke Ltd (Mr Neil Trollope) [32141]

Full Text:

Silverstone Park is included as a strategic employment site (policy E1), which is welcomed by MEPC.
The plan includes a separate policy entitled Silverstone Circuit (policy E10). This makes reference to
the 'business and technology park', but it fails to clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park (MEPC)
and Silverstone Circuit (BRDC). Two landowners with distinct planning objectives control these two
sites. Therefore, the plan is not effective in this regard.
The policy wording in E10 should clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park and Silverstone Circuit.
The planning objectives and the existing/proposed land uses relevant to each site should be clearly
stated (i.e. those land uses permitted within MEPC application 16/02745/AOP and BRDC application
17/01840/AOP).
The 'Silverstone' policy map identifies only Zone K, located west of Dadford Road, as forming part of
Silverstone Park. The remaining part of the estate is entitled 'Silverstone Motor Racing Circuit and
Business Park'. This is incorrect. Silverstone Park also comprises land on the eastern side of Dadford
Road and there is no business park within the Circuit itself. To avoid any ambiguity, the policy map
should clearly define those areas that are Silverstone Park (MEPC) and those which are Silverstone
Circuit (BRDC).
Please find enclosed MEPC's land use parameters plan (reference: 30876-PL-101E), which denotes the
approved developable boundary of Silverstone Park. MEPC will notify the council of any change in land
ownership.
In addition, the policy map should be updated to indicate the K6-1 development (Zone K) as an existing
key employment site (planning reference: 15/02950/APP). This development was completed in
November 2016. The policy map currently indicates this development as a 'commitment'.

Summary:

Silverstone Park is included as a strategic employment site (policy E1), which is welcomed by MEPC.
The plan includes a separate policy entitled Silverstone Circuit (policy E10). This makes reference to
the 'business and technology park', but it fails to clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park (MEPC)
and Silverstone Circuit (BRDC). Two landowners with distinct planning objectives control these two
sites. Therefore, the plan is not effective in this regard.
The policy wording in E10 should clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park and Silverstone Circuit.
The planning objectives and the existing/proposed land uses relevant to each site should be clearly
stated

Change to Plan

To update policy E10 and the Silverstone policy map to clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park and
Silverstone Circuit. Our suggested revised E10 policy wording is provided in italics below (struck through blue
text denotes text to be deleted; underlined blue text denotes text to be added).
In addition, please find attached MEPC's land use parameters plan (reference: 30876-PL-101E), which denotes
the approved developable boundary of Silverstone Park. This should be used to correct the Silverstone policy
map.
E10 Silverstone Circuit and Silverstone Park
Silverstone Circuit
The Council will continue to support Silverstone Circuit as an international venue and destination for world-class
motorsport and a leading business, education, leisure and entertainment venue and will make provision for:
Motor sports
Improvement of track-related facilities to modern grand prix standards and the promotion of Silverstone as the
home of British motorsport and racing. Development of facilities and ancillary office accommodation supporting
motorsport activities. AVDC seeks to enhance and strengthen Silverstone Circuit as the centre of automotive
and high technology excellence for the UK.
Business and technology park
The creation of opportunities for the development of employment and sustainable economic
growth by attracting businesses in line with Policy E1 and Chapter 6 of VALP.
Education
The continued use of the site for Silverstone University Technical College as a key resource of regional
significance for secondary education (GCSE and A-Level equivalent) and a centre for excellence in the
specialist fields of high performance engineering and business and technical events management and on site
accommodation for students attending the UTC.
Leisure and tourism
Providing an attractive venue for leisure, entertainment, recreation and hotel activities to create development
that is sustainable both in terms of its construction and operation. The nature of the leisure and tourism uses will
be linked to and be complementary to any of the above uses on the Circuit site.
All proposals should have particular regard to all the following criteria:
a. The need to avoid unreasonable disturbance to those who live in the area
b. The need to promote sustainable transport links and strengthen connections between the circuit and
the towns
c. The need to protect the rural and visual character of the countryside adjacent to the Circuit with
particular attention to the Stowe Area of Attractive Landscape, and
d. The archaeological significance of Luffield Priory.
Silverstone Park
In line with Policy E1 and Chapter 6 of the VALP, the Council will continue to support Silverstone Park as a

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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global destination for engineering, innovation and business development and will make provision for.
Commercial uses
High-performance technology and motorsport-related development, with a focus on high-tech manufacturing
and research & development. Development of offices, research and development, light industrial, general
industrial and storage and distribution facilities will be supported.
Continues on next page
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination?
Yes x No
If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:
Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
Do you wish to be notified...
When the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is submitted for independent examination?
When the Inspector's report is published?
When the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is adopted?
x
x
x
Education
Education facilities including vocational training and apprenticeships in the fields of high performance
engineering and technology, taking advantage of the cluster of companies operating at Silverstone Park.
Student residences that provide onsite accommodate for students attending courses will be supported.
Hotels
Provision of hotels and ancillary facilities to support the business activity at Silverstone Park, Silverstone Circuit
and the local area.
Manufacturer display / brand centres
Facilities to provide non-retail promotional automotive display space to showcase specific prestige motoring
marques.
Social hub
A social hub will represent the heart of a campus-style facility that will be distinctive, interconnected and
accessible, and where employees and others can gather to participate in activities and events.
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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Yes
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Attachments:
MEPC Silverstone GP Limited 32142.pdf
MEPC Silverstone GP Limited 32142 Parameters Plan.pdf
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

E1 gives blanket support to B1 (light industrial), B2 (general industrial), B8 (storage and distribution) applications at key
employment sites. Since the list of key employment sites includes sites which are visible from the escarpment of the
Chilterns AONB (e.g. Arla/ Woodlands, Pitstone Green Business Park and Triangle Business Park) a restriction
'subject to meeting other policies in the plan' could usefully be added. This would help safeguard from adverse impacts
on the AONB (eg visual impacts or increases in traffic generation through the AONB), and require careful design (e.g.
green roofs, reductions in height and bulk of individual buildings).

Summary:

E1 gives blanket support to B1 (light industrial), B2 (general industrial), B8 (storage and distribution) applications at key
employment sites. Since the list of key employment sites includes sites which are visible from the escarpment of the
Chilterns AONB (e.g. Arla/ Woodlands, Pitstone Green Business Park and Triangle Business Park) a restriction
'subject to meeting other policies in the plan' could usefully be added. This would help safeguard from adverse impacts
on the AONB (eg visual impacts or increases in traffic generation through the AONB), and require careful design (e.g.
green roofs, reductions in height and bulk of individual buildings).

Change to Plan

Add to a) as follows:
"Within key employment sites (listed above and identified on the Policies Map) applications
for B1 (light industrial), B2 (general industrial), B8 (storage and distribution) will be permitted subject to meeting other
policies in the plan".
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Respondent: FI Real Estate Management [32309]

Agent:

Full Text:

DPP Planning (Richard Purser) [32401]

Please accept by way of this email the attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed
Submission Consultation.
The attached representations are made on behalf FI Real Estate Management for whom we are acting as agent.
Representations are submitted in relation to the policies and sections set out below:
* Policy E1
* Policy H6
* Section 13 - Central Aylesbury Policies Map

Summary:

The site of Verney House has been erroneously allocated as an 'Existing Employment Site' and within the 'Gatehouse
Industrial Area'. This does not reflect the present planning status of the site which, as of September 2017, benefits from
prior approval consent for residential development. Given the approved land use and that the owner of the site intends
to bring the site forward as such the site should be reallocated for residential development.

Change to Plan

The 'Existing Employment Site' and 'Gatehouse Industrial Area' allocations are removed from the Verney House site as
per the amended plan appended to the representations submitted to the Policies Map.
The site should instead be allocated for residential development in line with its currently consented land use and the
intentions of the owner to bring the site forward as such.
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Attachments:
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form Proposals Map.pdf
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form E1.pdf
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form H6.pdf
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Respondent: High Barrow Holdings (Mr. Ikram Haq) [32253]

Agent:

Ingleton Wood LLP (Rebecca Howard) [32408]

Full Text:

Refer to attached response.

Summary:

VALP seeks to protect key employment sites (policy E1), protect existing employment uses outside of allocated
employment sites (Policy E2), and seeks to control alternative uses on allocated employment land. The Local Plan
does not however, provide opportunities for new employment outside of the allocated areas. The NPPF seeks to
encourage and promote development of local services in rural areas in order to create jobs and prosperity. This aim is
not evident within the policies in the Local Plan.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Haq, Ikram 32253, High Barrow Holdings Guidance note and response form - Email and Postal.pdf
Haq, Ikram 32253, High Barrow Holdings.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
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Summary:

The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
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Respondent: The Hampden Fields Consortium [32336]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

The proposals
will also provide 6.90 hectares of employment land which will boost job opportunities within the area
and complement the employment opportunities within the Aria/Woodlands Enterprise Zone,
identified as a key employment site under Draft Policy El. Furthermore, the proposals will open up
considerable swathes of public open space for the enjoyment of residents, with approximately 50%
of the site provided as publicly accessible green infrastructure including strategic open spaces, paly
areas, sports fields, allotments and community growing spaces.
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Respondent: Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP [32240]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

In its current form this policy is insufficiently flexible to respond to changes in the market or specific circumstances of
sites. Therefore, we strongly object to this restrictive policy and we would recommend seeking its amendment.

Change to Plan

We consider that in order to meet the objectives of the NPPF there is a need to include a new criteria within the Policy
which allows for the protection of sites within the Key Employment Areas only if it is shown that there is viable demand
for employment uses in accordance with a reasonable test of such viability (e.g. an appropriate marketing exercise).
Where it is shown that there are no reasonable prospect of the site being viable for employment uses, alternative uses
(such as residential development) should be considered acceptable, where appropriate.
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Respondent: Wycombe District Council (Charlotte Morris)
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Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

HOUSING: This Memorandum of Understanding identifies that AVDC falls within the same Housing Market Area as
Wycombe District Council as part of a Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area. Based on the December 2016 HEDNA
Update and Bucks HEDNA Addendum September 2017 the Objectively Assessed Need for the Bucks Housing Market
Area is 45,500 dwellings, of which 19,400 is for Aylesbury Vale and 13,200 is for Wycombe District. Through capacity
work we have identified an unmet housing need of 2,275 dwellings that cannot be accommodated within the district due
to the land supply constraints that exist. The Memorandum of Understanding agrees that this unmet housing need will
be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale. We note there is an error within the VALP which identifies 2,250 dwellings for
Wycombe's unmet housing need. We ask that this is corrected to be that set out in the July 2017 Memorandum of
Understanding for 2,275 dwellings. We welcome the flexibility built into the VALP housing supply with a 5.2% buffer.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING: The Memorandum of Understanding identifies that affordable housing policies in VALP will
secure a proportion of affordable housing as part of delivering unmet housing needs from other plan areas within the
Bucks HMA (including Wycombe District). Policy H1 of the VALP sets out residential developments of 11 or more
dwellings gross, or sites of 0.3ha or more will be required to provide a minimum of 25% affordable homes on site.
Currently it is unclear what this will deliver in terms of potential affordable housing supply and whether sufficient
affordable housing will be provided to meet the proportion of unmet housing needs to be accommodated in Aylesbury
Vale from Wycombe District. It would be helpful if this could be clarified either in the VALP or the supporting evidence
base.
EMPLOYMENT: Aylesbury Vale falls within the same Functional Economic Market (FEMA) area as Wycombe District
as part of the Bucks wide FEMA. We support that the VALP identifies there is sufficient employment land available in
Aylesbury Vale to meet the overall forecast employment land needs across the FEMA, taking into account undersupply
within Wycombe District. The Memorandum of Understanding identifies our plans will adopt a "precautionary and
flexible approach to economic development including ensuring allocations are flexible to adjust to changes in the
market". In light of this Policy E1 part c identifies that main town centre uses will not be supported on key employment
sites, except as ancillary facilities to service a key employment site. The NPPF includes 'offices' as a main town centre
use therefore this policy should be amended to take this into consideration. The references to the Bucks HEDNA,
throughout the employment land chapter are also incorrect, e.g. para. 4.174 1st sentence should refer to the Bucks
HEDNA Update, December 2016 (not 2015). Bucks HEDNA Addendum (para. 4.175) was produced by Atkins and ORS
and was published in September 2017. Para. 4.176 refers to a property market review by the LEP. This is included as
Appendix A of the HEDNA Addendum (September 2017). References should be checked accordingly.
CONCLUSION: Wycombe District Council is satisfied that the tests of legal compliance and soundness have been
met but have identified some comments for consideration as set out above. As part of the Duty to Co-operate we will
continue to actively engage until the plan is submitted for examination.

Summary:

In light of this Policy E1 part c identifies that main town centre uses will not be supported on
key employment sites, except as ancillary facilities to service a key employment site. The
NPPF includes 'offices' as a main town centre use therefore this policy should be amended
to take this into consideration.
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Agent:

Delta Planning (Sara Jones) [29890]

Full Text:

Support is given to this policy. In particular it is considered important to recognise that some sites that have been
marketed for a significant period of time with no prospect for coming forward for employment use should be allowed to
be developed for alternative use.

Summary:

Support is given to this policy. In particular it is considered important to recognise that some sites that have been
marketed for a significant period of time with no prospect for coming forward for employment use should be allowed to
be developed for alternative use.
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Respondent: Rockspring Hanover Property Unit Trust [32095]
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Castle Planning (Mrs Julia Riddle) [32094]

Full Text:

The Consultation Draft Plan notes that, in order for employment to be flexible and sustainable, there is likely to be a
requirement for the delivery of ancillary uses which support its main employment function and that, therefore, some
alternative use is likely to be supported through applications for it on employment land. We have set out our views in
terms of employment sites and ancillary facilities in relation to paragraph 3.5 in terms of Sustainable Growth and it is
considered that the development of ancillary facilities to employment uses to improve the sustainability of that use and
function. Furthermore, it is strongly considered that, where ancillary facilities are provided in relation to an employment
site, they can offer benefits in terms of diversification of the employment offer, improvements to the sustainability of
that employment site by reduction of vehicular movements, as well as improvements in terms of the physical and
functional linkages of that use with the surrounding community.
In this regard, although ancillary uses might first be sought on the employment sites themselves, where it can be
demonstrated that the benefits might or could be more widely experienced by placing these facilities on the edge or
immediately outside of the employment site, this same provision and policy support should be considered in this
context.
In terms of the policy, therefore it is suggested that it could be amended to the effect that the support for ancillary uses
associated with the employment use could/ may be extended to cover adjoining land where this could better deliver an
accessible range of supporting facilities.

Summary:

Support the approach to encouragement of provision of ancillary facilities to employment uses, but suggest that policy
is made more flexible to allow for the consideration of these associated used outside of the boundaries of the
employment site.
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Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

The existing Buckingham Industrial Estate is specifically saved under E1 of VALP and offered specific protection.
However, E2 Other Employment sites will mean that the employment site allocations in BNDP are now governed by E2
and not the BNDP.
E2 jeopardises the potential for future expansion to accommodate an increased population over the term of the Plan.
Reliance on Silverstone Park is misplaced and unsound due to the serious transport constraints noted below.
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Respondent: Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP [32240]

Agent:

Savills Reading (Mrs Rebecca McAllister) [32405]

Full Text:

On behalf of our Client, the Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP, please find attached our representations to the Proposed
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

Summary:

agree with the Plan's preceding analysis in paragraphs 6.7 - 6.8 insofar as it accepts the prospect of employment land
being used for alternative uses e.g. housing, retail etc.
However, we believe that there is an error in the wording of policy E2. We believe that the intention was to say:
"Outside key employment sites, the redevelopment of other existing employment sites to an alternative employment
use will normally be permitted: ..."
In addition, the criteria within the Policy is overly onerous and prescriptive. It makes several unjustified requirements
which have the potential to undermine its delivery. See comments below.

Change to Plan

Our comments on Policy E2 are set out below in bold.
a. Where it will not prejudice the efficient and effective use of the remainder of the employment area
b. The site has been marketed as an employment site for an employment use suitable to the site and location at a
suitable price, by appropriate means for at least two years with no viable interest, and
We strongly object to this criterion - it is overly restrictive and prescriptive. Indeed, there is no logic in this instance to
refer to a 'suitable price' for the site and is open to interpretation so its removal is requested.
Furthermore, the requirement to market the site for 'at least two years' is not justified. Whilst we accept there is a need
to provide evidence to demonstrate that there is no demand for an employment generating use on the site in question,
the requirement for two years is onerous and will prevent suitable sites being brought forward to meet the market
demand at the time.
We recommend its re-wording as follows:
'Clear and robust marketing evidence will be required to demonstrate that there is no viable demand for employment
uses'
c. There is a substantial over-supply of suitable alternative employment sites in the local area.
It is not clear what is meant by 'substantial over supply' and what available evidence there is to demonstrate an oversupply in a particular 'local area'.
We recommend the deletion of this criteria and replaced with the following wording:
'The most up-to-date evidence of employment need demonstrates that there is no shortfall in available employment
land across the whole of the District'

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D2.pdf
1996f_Redacted.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy H6.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D1.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy D-AYL115.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E1.pdf
McAllister, Rebecca 32405 Aylesbury Vale Estates LLP VALP response form - Policy E2.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2143 - 29487 - E2 Other employment sites - None

2143

Object

6. Economy

E2 Other employment sites

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we believe that the first sentence of the Policy should read "..the redevelopment of other existing employment sites to
an alternative non-employment use..." ?
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Respondent: North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr
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Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.
North Bucks Parishes Planning Consortium (Mr Geoff Culverhouse) [29662]

Summary:

Public transport availability across the north of the Vale to centres of employment is unsatisfactory, with the vast
majority of residents be obliged to use their cars to access employment.

Change to Plan

8.5 Proposed Modification
The Employment section of VALP should be modified to include a figure for the net growth in full time job equivalents
during the Plan period.
A more positive approach to securing public transport access to enterprise zones and other employment sites needs to
be demonstrated.
Policy E2 should be revised to clearly and robustly protect all employment land identified in Neighbourhood Plans and
employment land essential for the sustainable growth of other communities.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The RAF Halton site is not included in the "Employment Land Review Update" which
is dated 2012 and has not been updated. Given the wide variety of buildings,
workshops, and facilities used by service personnel currently at the site, it is likely
that work related uses could be found for some of this built infrastructure. We
suggest that the assessment of the employment potential of the site should be added
to the evidence base, by amending the assessment of employment sites before
adoption, or on review, or once the Masterplan is developed for the site.
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E2 Other employment sites

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

The existing Buckingham Industrial Estate is specifically saved under E1 of VALP and offered specific protection.
However, E2 Other Employment sites will mean that the employment site allocations in BNDP are now governed by E2
and not the BNDP.
E2 jeopardises the potential for future expansion to accommodate an increased population over the term of the Plan.
Reliance on Silverstone Park is misplaced and unsound due to the serious transport constraints noted below.
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E3 Ancillary uses on employment land

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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E3 Ancillary uses on employment land

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We have no comment on this policy at this stage.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We repeat our comment under the live-work policy
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Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The preservation of high streets is vital an this is a vital part of that - I strongly support

Summary:

The preservation of high streets is vital an this is a vital part of that - I strongly support
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Respondent: J & J Design (Mr John Shephard) [31693]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Representation on behalf of Brackley Fox Lane Gospel Hall Trust.
This policy appears to be written with secondary retail development in mind. As drafted the policy will require all
potential out-of-town retail development will be required to consider the sequential test set out in national policy (NPPF
paragraphs 24-27). The policy criteria are all retail related, with the exception of criteria h) and i).
It is considered to be unreasonable and unjustified for all forms of development outside town centres to undergo
sequential testing. National policy excludes proposals for small scale rural offices or other small scale development.
We respectfully submit that there is no justification for requiring sequential testing for all non town centre development,
including future community provision and new places of worship.
A change of title for the policy is requested.

Summary:

We respectfully submit that there is no justification for requiring sequential testing for all non town centre development,
including future community provision and new places of worship.
A change of title for the policy is requested.
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The policy title should be changed to 'Retail Development outside Town Centres'.
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Respondent: Coal Pensions Properties Limited [32080]

Agent:

Full Text:

Lichfields (Zahra Waters) [32084]

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Representations to Pre-Submission Draft
Consultation
On behalf of our client, Coal Pensions Properties Limited, we write in relation to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
(VALP) pre-submission draft consultation.
Coal Pensions Properties Limited is an important stakeholder in Aylesbury. Its interest relates to Broadfields Retail
Park, which performs an important shopping role within Aylesbury. Our comments relate to retail uses and other main
town centre development in out of centre locations (Policy E5). We previously submitted
representations in relation to this draft policy September 2016.
Policy E5 - Development outside town centres
Policy E5 seeks to meet the objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). However, as set out in our
previous representations, the wording of the policy is confusing and repetitive and therefore not effective or justified for
the reasons outlined below. In addition, we consider that the proposed impact test
threshold is considerably lower than is necessary within Aylesbury and should be raised as set out below.
The Sequential Test
Policy E5 includes unnecessary duplication with regard to the sequential approach. The policy states that the
sequential test will be applied to all main town centre uses not located within an existing centre in line with
the NPPF. Part b) of the policy repeats the requirement for the sequential test but only for retail
developments. Retail development is included within the definition of main town centre uses, and therefore this
duplication is unnecessary and may cause confusion i.e. that retail development will be treated differently to other main
town centre uses.
Criteria e) and f) provide unnecessary and confusing additional commentary relating to the application of the sequential
approach for the types of retail goods sold. The NPPF does not require particular types of retail goods to be
accommodated within sequentially preferable locations, but it asks whether the application proposals can be
accommodated. There is no justification for criteria e) and f). These criteria are not necessary or consistent with the
NPPF and should be removed. The sequential and impact tests provide

Summary:

Policy E5 seeks to meet the objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). However, as set out in our
previous representations, the wording of the policy is confusing and repetitive and therefore not effective or justified for
the reasons outlined below. In addition, we consider that the proposed impact test threshold is considerably lower than
is necessary within Aylesbury and should be raised.

Change to Plan

"A sequential test will be applied to planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre.
Town centre uses should be located in town centres, then edge-of-centre locations. Only when suitable sites are not
available will out-of-town centre sites be considered. In terms of edge and out of- town centre proposals, preference will
be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre.
Proposals outside defined town centre for non-food retail and food retails, including extensions, will be
granted subject to compliance with all the following criteria:
a. The proposal, if over a floorspace threshold of 2,500 sqm, is accompanied by a full retail impact assessment to
demonstrate that it does not have a significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of the defined town centres,
either as an individual development or cumulatively with similar existing or proposed developments
b. Servicing and customer traffic can be safely and conveniently accommodated by the surrounding road network and
does not ass to traffic generation on the town centre
c. The proposal is easily accessible by the highway network and public transport and includes provision for access by
cycle and on foot, and
d. The design of the buildings will not detract from the character or appearance of the site and/or surrounding area."
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E5 Development outside town centres

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criteria a. and i. of Policy E5, although we would also like to see a reference to "historic significance" in
criterion i., as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing,
the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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E6 Shop and business frontages

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the requirement that the window and entrance should "relate well to the design of the building and to the
street-scene and its setting", although we would welcome a reference to "historic significance, where appropriate" in
this sentence, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for
enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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E6 Shop and business frontages

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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E6 Shop and business frontages

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

We have concerns (based on the strong feedback from the public on the WNP to
date) over the future of retail and essential services within the Town's shopping
area. There is less and less diversity of provision. We feel that all solutions
should be explored, including preferential rates regimes for start- ups, and
essential retail provision, and other inducements to keep such essential
businesses in place.
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E6 Shop and business frontages

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

Further confusion as to the position of NDPs is found when the retail section is considered in E6, whilst BNDP sets the
location and definition of primary and secondary shop frontages, the policy applying to them is in fact E6. There is a
lack of clarity as to which policy and associated aims are being pursued; going to the effectiveness and again internal
inconsistency thus soundness of the Plan.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

Further confusion as to the position of NDPs is found when the retail section is considered in E6, whilst BNDP sets the
location and definition of primary and secondary shop frontages, the policy applying to them is in fact E6. There is a
lack of clarity as to which policy and associated aims are being pursued; going to the effectiveness and again internal
inconsistency thus soundness of the Plan.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:
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Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the reference to preserving the high quality environmental, historic and cultural assets of the district as
part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic
environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework. although we would prefer
"conserving" to "preserving" as terminology more consistent with the NPPF and as recognising that sensitive change
can take place that maintains the historic environment or even enhances it.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2057 - 32324 - E7 Tourism development - i, ii, iii, iv

2057

Object

6. Economy

E7 Tourism development

Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Policy does not define term nearby and should mention restoration of canal at Wendover

Change to Plan

Policy should define term nearby and should mention restoration of canal at Wendover

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2147 - 29487 - E7 Tourism development - None

2147

Object

6. Economy

E7 Tourism development

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criterion a. of Policy E7, although we would like to see "historic significance" included, as part of the
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment
required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework. However, we would also welcome
encouragement of proposals that would bring a historic building back into sustainable use or otherwise support a
heritage asset as part of that strategy.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2616 - 32216 - E7 Tourism development - iii

2616

Object

6. Economy

E7 Tourism development

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Wording change;
...proposed development must
justify a countryside location and
avoid environmental impacts, and
avoid unacceptable traffic....

Change to Plan

Under the mitigation hierarchy and
wording within this Plan (NE2) the
first step is to 'avoid'. This policy
only requires 'minimise' rather than
'avoid' environmental impacts.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2704 - 32396 - E7 Tourism development - iv

2704

Object

6. Economy

E7 Tourism development

Respondent: Unknown (Mrs S Pearce) [32396]

Agent:

RPS Group (Mr Nick Laister) [32395]

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

Policy E7 fails to provide adequate support for the provision of new, suitable new tourism facilities in the countryside,
contrary to the guidance contained in paragraph 28 of the NPPF and the support provided within the preceding
supporting text in the Plan at paragraphs 6.25 - 6.30. The policy unnecessarily places significant restrictions on the
erection of any new buildings that support tourism facilities. The policy, as worded, also imposes criteria to be met by
all development proposals, even where they are not relevant.

Change to Plan

Criteria c of Policy E7 should be removed.
The last sentence of the main paragraph, prior to the listing of the criteria, should be reworded to state; "Development
proposals will be supported when they meet all the following criteria, where relevant;

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
1146_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2438 - 29993 - E8 Tourist accomodation - None

2438

Object

6. Economy

E8 Tourist accomodation

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2438 - 29993 - E8 Tourist accomodation - None

2438

Object

6. Economy

E8 Tourist accomodation

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This policy aims to support the expansion of and the addition to accommodation for
tourism and details criteria against which any new development will be judged.
There is a significant shortfall in tourist or visitor accommodation at more modest
prices (compared to hotels), and the WNP will seek to develop policies to encourage
conversions of suitable premises or start -ups in this field.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2613 - 32216 - E8 Tourist accomodation - iii, iv

2613

Object

6. Economy

E8 Tourist accomodation

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Consistency between policies may
be a problem and could lead to
confusion around policy
requirements. Some policies
pertaining to development, state
that impacts to the environment
should be avoided, whereas others
do not. Policy D10, C1 and C3 have
policy points covering impacts to the
environment, but H2, E8 and C2 do
not even though they set the rules
for development. If they are all
required to comply with EN1-9, I1
and I4 then this should be
referenced (as it is in policy C1). Or
policies H2, E8, C2 need to add
wording around protection of the
environment.

Change to Plan

Reference EN1-9, I1 and I4 or
add dot point;
(taken from policy D10)
Not have an adverse impact
on environmental assets such
as the countryside,
landscapes, the historic
environment, biodiversity,
watercourses (including an
ecological buffer zone), open
space and green
infrastructure

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 946 - 29325 - 6.40 - iv

946

Object

6. Economy

6.40

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please refer also to the advice on agricultural buildings in the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide.

Summary:

Please refer also to the advice on agricultural buildings in the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide.

Change to Plan

Add reference as follows:
"Proposals should refer to the AVDC Design Guide for New Buildings in the Countryside, and in the AONB to the
Chilterns Buildings Design Guide"

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2439 - 29993 - E9 Agricultural development - None

2439

Support

6. Economy

E9 Agricultural development

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2439 - 29993 - E9 Agricultural development - None

2439

Support

6. Economy

E9 Agricultural development

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This policy is welcomed

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2614 - 32216 - E9 Agricultural development - iii, iv

2614

Object

6. Economy

E9 Agricultural development

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Consistency between policies may
be a problem and could lead to
confusion around policy
requirements. Some policies
pertaining to development, state
that impacts to the environment
should be avoided, whereas others
do not. Policy D10, C1 and C3 have
policy points covering impacts to the
environment, but H2, E8 and C2 do
not even though they set the rules
for development. If they are all
required to comply with EN1-9, I1
and I4 then this should be
referenced (as it is in policy C1). Or
policies H2, E8, C2 need to add
wording around protection of the
environment.

Change to Plan

Reference EN1-9, I1 and I4 or
add dot point;
(taken from policy D10)
Not have an adverse impact
on environmental assets such
as the countryside,
landscapes, the historic
environment, biodiversity,
watercourses (including an
ecological buffer zone), open
space and green
infrastructure.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 320 - 31954 - E10 Silverstone Circuit - None

320

Support

6. Economy

E10 Silverstone Circuit

Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Silverstone Circuit and the surrounding Silverstone Park provides a very important tourist and employment site to North
Bucks.

Summary:

Silverstone Circuit and the surrounding Silverstone Park provides a very important tourist and employment site to North
Bucks.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 704 - 29268 - E10 Silverstone Circuit - None

704

Support

6. Economy

E10 Silverstone Circuit

Respondent: Mr Alan Sherwell [29268]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I strongly support this. Silverstone is of international significance and brings in a lot of money from employment and
tourism

Summary:

I strongly support this. Silverstone is of international significance and brings in a lot of money from employment and
tourism

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 838 - 32135 - E10 Silverstone Circuit - None

838

Support

6. Economy

E10 Silverstone Circuit

Respondent: National Trust (Ms Laura Waterton) [32135]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The National Trust, established over 115 years ago, is a leading conservation charity with over 4 million members. We
have a statutory duty under the National Trust Acts 'to promote the permanent preservation of places of historic interest
and natural beauty, and their enjoyment by the public, for benefit of the nation, forever, for everyone'. To achieve this
aim, we manage over a quarter of a million hectares of land, more than 700 miles of unspoilt coastline and estuary,
several hundred historic houses, gardens and parks, and 6 World Heritage Sites. We therefore take an active interest
in development beyond our boundaries, particularly in instances where it could adversely impact the land and
properties within our care. We are also strong supporters of spatial planning that takes a holistic approach to the
environment and its resources, including safeguarding landscapes and the historic environment.
It is for the above reason that the Trust has long been engaged with plans for development at Silverstone, with our
interest relating to the integrity of the Stowe landscape, its setting and key views - which includes our ownership and
the wider ownership of the internationally significant Grade I Historic Park and Garden. We view both Stowe and
Silverstone as distinct part of our nation's cultural heritage and note that Silverstone developed out of the northern
section of the Stowe landscape as extended in the early 19th century, as the new entrance to Stowe created by the
Marquess of Buckingham crossed what is now the racetrack.
We were pleased to have been part of the pre-application consultation for the previously approved Silverstone Master
Plan outline application (refs 11/01785/AOP and S/2011/1051/MAO) and welcomed our participation in meetings with
the relevant landscape architects and EIA consultants. We were also party to the development of the Aylesbury Vale
Core Strategy during its 2010 public examination, and commented on the SNC and AVDC approved Silverstone Circuit
Masterplan Development Brief as well as previous applications for development at/near Silverstone. We have also
provided representations on more recent applications.
The likelihood of significant development at Silverstone was one of the instigators for the Trust to commission our own
study in 2009 of the wider setting of Stowe, with work undertaken by Land Use Consultants (LUC). Our representations
for the previously approved Master Plan used the content of this document to support the observations and comments
made at that time. The Trust is aware that the application site's planning history, particularly the Master Plan planning
permission, to a large degree provides an already accepted framework in which Silverstone Park is to develop over the
next 15-20 years.
In this regard, of particular interest to the National Trust is how the appearance of the completed development may
affect key views and the wider historic setting of Stowe as, demonstrated in our Setting Study, as much of this site falls
within setting of Stowe Historic Park and Garden. As such, we believe there are potentially major implications for Stowe
in terms of the height of the new buildings, particularly those closest to the Stowe Historic Park and Garden boundary
itself.
The Trust therefore welcome AVDC's policy recognition of "The need to protect the rural and visual character of the
countryside adjacent to the Circuit with particular attention to the Stowe Area of Attractive Landscape", but we also wish
to make the following points about new development:
* Consideration must be given to screening provided by the existing tree line and any proposed planting, although any
new planting must be historically appropriate and not interfere with historic view out from Stowe.
* Tall buildings could impinge on wider views from the RPG, the historic landscape of Stowe Ridings, and the
surroundings and views from Great Ridings and the Wolfe Obelisk.
* The Trust's Stowe Settings Study (2009), which is with AVDC, and it is urged that this professionally produced
document is considered in both the assessment of this application and to guide any future implementation, including
reserved matters.
* Any opportunity taken to improve/restore part of the lost historic landscape within the application site is encouraged.
The National Trust is grateful for the opportunity to advance our views via these comments.

Summary:

The National Trust welcome's AVDC's recognition of the sensitivities of adjacent Stowe Landscape Gardens in relation
to development at Silverstone as there are considerable implications for our interests relating to the integrity of the
Stowe landscape, its setting and key views, which includes our ownership and the wider ownership of the internationally
Grade I Historic Park and Garden.
We urge that any forthcoming master plans, applications, or development briefs to carefully consider the height,
design, positioning and scale of any proposed building or structure and that regard is had to formal landscape
assessments and setting studies.

Change to Plan

N/A

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 838 - 32135 - E10 Silverstone Circuit - None

838

Support

6. Economy

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

E10 Silverstone Circuit

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2148 - 29487 - E10 Silverstone Circuit - None

2148

Support

6. Economy

E10 Silverstone Circuit

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criterion d of Policy E10 as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the
clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2501 - 32142 - E10 Silverstone Circuit - None

2501

Object

6. Economy

E10 Silverstone Circuit

Respondent: MEPC Silverstone GP Limited [32142]

Agent:

Terence O'Rourke Ltd (Mr Neil Trollope) [32141]

Full Text:

Silverstone Park is included as a strategic employment site (policy E1), which is welcomed by MEPC.
The plan includes a separate policy entitled Silverstone Circuit (policy E10). This makes reference to
the 'business and technology park', but it fails to clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park (MEPC)
and Silverstone Circuit (BRDC). Two landowners with distinct planning objectives control these two
sites. Therefore, the plan is not effective in this regard.
The policy wording in E10 should clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park and Silverstone Circuit.
The planning objectives and the existing/proposed land uses relevant to each site should be clearly
stated (i.e. those land uses permitted within MEPC application 16/02745/AOP and BRDC application
17/01840/AOP).
The 'Silverstone' policy map identifies only Zone K, located west of Dadford Road, as forming part of
Silverstone Park. The remaining part of the estate is entitled 'Silverstone Motor Racing Circuit and
Business Park'. This is incorrect. Silverstone Park also comprises land on the eastern side of Dadford
Road and there is no business park within the Circuit itself. To avoid any ambiguity, the policy map
should clearly define those areas that are Silverstone Park (MEPC) and those which are Silverstone
Circuit (BRDC).
Please find enclosed MEPC's land use parameters plan (reference: 30876-PL-101E), which denotes the
approved developable boundary of Silverstone Park. MEPC will notify the council of any change in land
ownership.
In addition, the policy map should be updated to indicate the K6-1 development (Zone K) as an existing
key employment site (planning reference: 15/02950/APP). This development was completed in
November 2016. The policy map currently indicates this development as a 'commitment'.

Summary:

Silverstone Park is included as a strategic employment site (policy E1), which is welcomed by MEPC.
The plan includes a separate policy entitled Silverstone Circuit (policy E10). This makes reference to
the 'business and technology park', but it fails to clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park (MEPC)
and Silverstone Circuit (BRDC). Two landowners with distinct planning objectives control these two
sites. Therefore, the plan is not effective in this regard.
The policy wording in E10 should clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park and Silverstone Circuit.
The planning objectives and the existing/proposed land uses relevant to each site should be clearly
stated

Change to Plan

To update policy E10 and the Silverstone policy map to clearly distinguish between Silverstone Park and
Silverstone Circuit. Our suggested revised E10 policy wording is provided in italics below (struck through blue
text denotes text to be deleted; underlined blue text denotes text to be added).
In addition, please find attached MEPC's land use parameters plan (reference: 30876-PL-101E), which denotes
the approved developable boundary of Silverstone Park. This should be used to correct the Silverstone policy
map.
E10 Silverstone Circuit and Silverstone Park
Silverstone Circuit
The Council will continue to support Silverstone Circuit as an international venue and destination for world-class
motorsport and a leading business, education, leisure and entertainment venue and will make provision for:
Motor sports
Improvement of track-related facilities to modern grand prix standards and the promotion of Silverstone as the
home of British motorsport and racing. Development of facilities and ancillary office accommodation supporting
motorsport activities. AVDC seeks to enhance and strengthen Silverstone Circuit as the centre of automotive
and high technology excellence for the UK.
Business and technology park
The creation of opportunities for the development of employment and sustainable economic
growth by attracting businesses in line with Policy E1 and Chapter 6 of VALP.
Education
The continued use of the site for Silverstone University Technical College as a key resource of regional
significance for secondary education (GCSE and A-Level equivalent) and a centre for excellence in the
specialist fields of high performance engineering and business and technical events management and on site
accommodation for students attending the UTC.
Leisure and tourism
Providing an attractive venue for leisure, entertainment, recreation and hotel activities to create development
that is sustainable both in terms of its construction and operation. The nature of the leisure and tourism uses will
be linked to and be complementary to any of the above uses on the Circuit site.
All proposals should have particular regard to all the following criteria:
a. The need to avoid unreasonable disturbance to those who live in the area
b. The need to promote sustainable transport links and strengthen connections between the circuit and
the towns
c. The need to protect the rural and visual character of the countryside adjacent to the Circuit with
particular attention to the Stowe Area of Attractive Landscape, and
d. The archaeological significance of Luffield Priory.
Silverstone Park
In line with Policy E1 and Chapter 6 of the VALP, the Council will continue to support Silverstone Park as a
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global destination for engineering, innovation and business development and will make provision for.
Commercial uses
High-performance technology and motorsport-related development, with a focus on high-tech manufacturing
and research & development. Development of offices, research and development, light industrial, general
industrial and storage and distribution facilities will be supported.
Continues on next page
Do you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination?
Yes x No
If Yes - you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:
Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
Do you wish to be notified...
When the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is submitted for independent examination?
When the Inspector's report is published?
When the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is adopted?
x
x
x
Education
Education facilities including vocational training and apprenticeships in the fields of high performance
engineering and technology, taking advantage of the cluster of companies operating at Silverstone Park.
Student residences that provide onsite accommodate for students attending courses will be supported.
Hotels
Provision of hotels and ancillary facilities to support the business activity at Silverstone Park, Silverstone Circuit
and the local area.
Manufacturer display / brand centres
Facilities to provide non-retail promotional automotive display space to showcase specific prestige motoring
marques.
Social hub
A social hub will represent the heart of a campus-style facility that will be distinctive, interconnected and
accessible, and where employees and others can gather to participate in activities and events.
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
MEPC Silverstone GP Limited 32142.pdf
MEPC Silverstone GP Limited 32142 Parameters Plan.pdf
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E10 Silverstone Circuit

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

If Silverstone Park is a key employment area, then better transport links are required between the nearest strategic
settlement ie Buckingham and the Park for employment and educational opportunities and a north/south public
transport system to link the rest of the district to these employment opportunities, along with a connection to the new
East-West Rail service. There is internal inconsistency between policies of employment and transport and delivery.
This amounts to a lack of effective delivery going to the soundness of the Plan.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
2626_redacted.pdf
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E10 Silverstone Circuit

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

If Silverstone Park is a key employment area, then better transport links are required between the nearest strategic
settlement ie Buckingham and the Park for employment and educational opportunities and a north/south public
transport system to link the rest of the district to these employment opportunities, along with a connection to the new
East-West Rail service. There is internal inconsistency between policies of employment and transport and delivery.
This amounts to a lack of effective delivery going to the soundness of the Plan.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Stuchbury, Robin 32366, Buckingham Town Council 31945 - Final Buckingham Town Council response.pdf
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Respondent: Drayton Parslow Parish Council (Parish Clerk)
[31597]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

More specifics are required about Public Transport for small villages as part of a plan to take cars off the roads.

Summary:

More specifics are required about Public Transport for small villages as part of a plan to take cars off the roads.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
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Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

There should be a reference in this chapter to the importance of the outer orbital link road.

Summary:

There should be a reference in this chapter to the importance of the outer orbital link road.

Change to Plan

as above

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
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7.2

Respondent: Drayton Parslow Parish Council (Parish Clerk)
[31597]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

"Spatial Vision" should include providing a suitable Public Transport system that allows for links from the outlying Rural
areas to the major Towns or Hubs, thus alleviating the need for the vast majority of residents in these areas having to
use a car to get to work. The Improved Transport infrastructure Plan and in particular the Road Plan should include
details on how Transport is to be pushed on to the major routes and away from small unsuitable roads. For instance
this could be helped by the introduction of Weight, Width Restrictions and a more widespread use of 20mph speed
limits. The Increased Housing in the major areas is going to lead to far more use of these unsuitable rural roads
without a joined up plan.

Summary:

The Improved Transport infrastructure Plan and in particular the Road Plan should contain a specific Policy on how
Transport is to be pushed on to the major routes and away from small unsuitable roads. For instance this could be
helped by the introduction of Weight, Width Restrictions and a more widespread use of 20mph speed limits. The
Increased Housing in the major areas is going to lead to far more use of these unsuitable rural routes unless methods
are introduced to force traffic away from rural roads.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
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7.4

Respondent: Brocksmoor Projects Ltd (Mr Martin Wilkinson)
[29520]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Transport Topic Paper states
"3.21 Lastly there are overall reductions in travel time and congestion on the B4009 through Wendover in the
DS+mitigation scenario."
This is the only mention of Wendover in the document and there is no mention of what the DS+mitigation actions are to
reduce the travel time? The B4009 is the road from Halton into the centre of the village so with 1000 houses going in at
Halton - and presumably at least 2000 cars using the roads - this comment is therefore vital in understanding what is
planned for - or not.

Summary:

The Transport Topic Paper states
"3.21 Lastly there are overall reductions in travel time and congestion on the B4009 through Wendover in the
DS+mitigation scenario."
This is the only mention of Wendover in the document and there is no mention of what the DS+mitigation actions are to
reduce the travel time? The B4009 is the road from Halton into the centre of the village so with 1000 houses going in at
Halton - and presumably at least 2000 cars using the roads - this comment is therefore vital in understanding what is
planned for - or not.

Change to Plan

The DS+mitigation scenario should be made easily available so that residents can understand it

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
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Respondent: Brocksmoor Projects Ltd (Mr Martin Wilkinson)
[29520]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

In its technical note the Jacobs Report on Countywide Local Plan modelling (16 August 2017) suggests traffic will avoid
the Wendover High Street congestion by using Hale Road and Church lane as a diversionary route. This seems a
dangerous assumption to make, the roads are unlit at night and extremely narrow, and totally unsuitable to HGVs. The
volume of traffic using it as a 'rat run' would result in an extremely hazardous situation and feel such an assumption is
totally unacceptable.

Summary:

In its technical note the Jacobs Report on Countywide Local Plan modelling (16 August 2017) suggests traffic will avoid
the Wendover High Street congestion by using Hale Road and Church lane as a diversionary route. This seems a
dangerous assumption to make, the roads are unlit at night and extremely narrow, and totally unsuitable to HGVs. The
volume of traffic using it as a 'rat run' would result in an extremely hazardous situation and feel such an assumption is
totally unacceptable.

Change to Plan

Consideration of using Hale Road as as a diversionalry route shoudl be removed.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
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Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This model is flawed. It is truly staggering that having had over 7 years since the scrapping of the South East Plan that
BCC and AVDC have been unable to produce a fully complaint webTAG model. AV faces the largest quantum of
development in its history and decisions are being taken on a transport strategy based on flawed information. It puts
the whole plan into jeopardy from the outset.
Previous issues pointed out with the methodology as part of the ATS consultation have not been addressed.

Summary:

This model is flawed. It is truly staggering that having had over 7 years since the scrapping of the South East Plan that
BCC and AVDC have been unable to produce a fully complaint webTAG model. AV faces the largest quantum of
development in its history and decisions are being taken on a transport strategy based on flawed information. It puts
the whole plan into jeopardy from the outset.
Previous issues pointed out with the methodology as part of the ATS consultation have not been addressed.

Change to Plan

The VALP cannot continue until a transport model has been developed that will properly assess the transport issues
posed by the placement of 16,300 houses around Aylesbury

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Letter to BCC Re Draft ATS 230217_rev.pdf
HFAG Response to BCC Comments on Review of Draft ATS.pdf
TPP HFAG Review of Local Plan Transport Modelling and Assessment (Autumn 20....pdf
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7.4

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This model is flawed. It is difficult to understand that after the 7 years following the scrapping of the South-East Plan
that BCC and AVDC have not produced a fully complaint webTAG model. Aylesbury Vale faces the largest proposed
level of housing development and decisions are being taken on a transport strategy that is based on flawed
information. It puts the whole VALP into jeopardy from the outset. Previous issues pointed out with the methodology as
part of the ATS consultation have not been addressed.

Summary:

This model is flawed. It is difficult to understand that after the 7 years following the scrapping of the South-East Plan
that BCC and AVDC have not produced a fully complaint webTAG model. Aylesbury Vale faces the largest proposed
level of housing development and decisions are being taken on a transport strategy that is based on flawed
information. It puts the whole VALP into jeopardy from the outset. Previous issues pointed out with the methodology as
part of the ATS consultation have not been addressed.

Change to Plan

To use appropriate traffic modelling which is webTAG compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
HFAG TPP Review of Local Plan Transport Modelling and Assessment (Autumn 2017).pdf
TPP HFAG Response to Jacobs Modelling Review Methodology Note 12.10.17.pdf
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7.4

Respondent: Oxfordshire County Council (John Disley) [32402]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Oxfordshire County Councils' Response to the Pre-submission Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Overall Position:
1. Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) supports Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) in its aim of adopting a new
Local Plan and is supportive of the scale of growth being planned for.
2. However, we have some concerns that the draft VALP as currently written would be unsound in relation to the
provision for supporting transport infrastructure. At this stage, we are not satisfied that:
i. The impacts of proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale on the highway network within Oxfordshire have been fully
assessed, taking account of already planned and proposed growth within Oxfordshire and the infrastructure options
being planned to support it;
ii. Necessary mitigation measures have been identified and costed; and
iii. Funding will be forthcoming when needed to deliver the infrastructure matched to the proposed growth.
3. We reiterate our willingness to be involved in additional work, the outcome of which is likely to require amendments
to local plan policy and/or text and additions to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).
4. We would be pleased to be party to a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between AVDC, Buckinghamshire
County Council (BCC), Oxfordshire County Council and Cherwell District Council which sets out how the councils will
collaborate on a programme of transport work, including consideration of the A41 corridor as a priority. We are also
willing to be party to a separate MoU between AVDC, BCC, OCC, South Oxfordshire District Council and Wycombe
District Council setting out how impacts of planned growth within Buckinghamshire on the highway network within
South Oxfordshire have been assessed and how necessary mitigation measures will be funded and delivered.
5. We will continue to work with Aylesbury Vale on National Infrastructure projects of joint interest, namely East-West
Rail and the Oxford -Cambridge Expressway.
Proposed Scale and Distribution of Growth:
6. OCC supports the draft VALP in seeking to accommodate the district's own identified housing needs in full and make
provision for unmet needs from other Buckinghamshire districts. This will result in unmet need being provided for within
the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) so it will not be necessary to look outside to Oxfordshire.
7. We also have no objection in principle to the significant scale of employment land supply identified within the district.
The surplus land will help make up shortfalls in neighbouring Buckinghamshire authorities and provide sufficient
employment land for the wider Functional Economic Market Area. This will help to grow the sub-regional economy,
helping to enhance the reputation of the southern end of the Oxford-Cambridge corridor as an attractive place to invest.
8. We support in principle the spatial strategy which is based on focusing growth and investment primarily at Aylesbury
where it can take advantage of East-West Rail, with further strategic development sites at Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, provided that the impacts of proposed growth on the Oxfordshire highway network are fully
assessed and the VALP contains policies and proposals to deliver necessary mitigation measures
Implications of Strategic Transport Infrastructure Proposed for the Oxford-Cambridge Corridor:
9. We support draft policy T2 which seeks to ensure that new development does not prejudice the implementation of
East West rail project, including new stations and twin tracking to the south of Aylesbury. Closing the gap between
Aylesbury and Princes Risborough will increase the viability of East West Rail by improving north-south connectivity
and provide potential opportunities for future growth
10. We also support policy T3 which sets out AVDC's support for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, which will open
opportunities for growth as outlined in the recent NIC report ,and commits to protecting the scheme route once it is
agreed and further information is available. We agree that the implications of the route should be taken into account in
an early review of the Plan.
11. OCC will continue to work with AVDC and other partners on priority infrastructure projects to improve connectivity
across the Oxford - Cambridge corridor, and to collaborate in developing a long term vision for Oxford-Cambridge arc.
Local Transport Infrastructure:
12. It is essential that there is a full understanding of the transport infrastructure required to support the VALP
development proposals, including within surrounding areas and the local plan contains effective policies to deliver
necessary infrastructure schemes. It is disappointing that to date very little work on cross-boundary transport impacts
has been undertaken. However, it is encouraging that a programme of additional work has recently been agreed in
principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding.
A41 Corridor
14. The A41 is the main east-west route through Aylesbury, connecting to Bicester and providing indirect access to the
M40 via the A34. In our response to consultation at the VALP Preferred Options stage, OCC requested that it be invited
to work with AVDC and Buckinghamshire Councils under the duty to cooperate as the Local Plan evidence base is
developed, to ensure that transport work takes account of significant growth proposals within Oxfordshire and the
strategic infrastructure schemes identified or being explored to support it, particularly growth at Bicester and Thame.
However, we have not been involved in modelling and related transport discussions and are concerned that insufficient
attention has been paid to our comments submitted in response to consultation on the Aylesbury and Buckingham
Transport Strategies.
15. It is not clear what assumptions have been included in the Buckinghamshire Transport modelling work 3 for
planned growth at Bicester Garden Town and the strategic infrastructure options being explored to support it. The
impact on the A41 corridor of growth generated by development proposals in the VALP will change depending on the
transport scenarios tested e.g. with Bicester South East Perimeter Road and Eastern perimeter route dualling. We
would be pleased to provide more information on these schemes, as set out in our Local Transport Plan 2015-2031 and
2017 Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy (OxIS).
16. Further work is needed for the A41 corridor to provide more detailed analysis of the various scenarios in the
Bicester area to assess the impact of VALP growth within Cherwell. A transport strategy for mitigating impacts on the
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A41 in the vicinity of Bicester will need to be developed and referenced in the VALP and accompanying IDP; this
should include the phasing and funding of necessary transport improvements.
A418 corridor/Thame Roundabout
17. OCC also has concerns about the capacity of the A418 from Aylesbury which links through to the M40 and A40
through Oxfordshire. In particular, that increased cross-boundary traffic flows generated by growth proposed at
Haddenham (now 315 new homes) in combination with growth planned at Thame in South Oxfordshire and at Princes
Risborough in Wycombe District would have unacceptable impacts on the Oxfordshire highway network, particularly at
the A418 and A4129 roundabout on the edge of Thame. There are no references in the draft VALP and IDP to transport
mitigation measures within Oxfordshire.
18. The draft Plan states that Haddenham is two miles from Thame which has a wider range of shops and services.
Thame also offers employment opportunities and has the closest secondary school to Haddenham. It is therefore
essential that sustainable modes of travel between Haddenham and Thame are also evaluated and improved to
provide more opportunities for alternatives to car travel and minimise the impact on the Oxfordshire road network.
19. We understand that BCC modelling results to date show there is an issue at Thame roundabout resulting from
proposed development in Aylesbury and Haddenham. One area of work that needs to be addressed is what sort of
scheme may be needed at the roundabout, what the cost is and how it is to be funded - the issue of how mitigation
measures are identified, costed and funded needs to be resolved. This requires additional work which should be
undertaken jointly, so we welcome the proposals for an early review and wish to be involved.
Soundness Issue: Further work is required on the transport and infrastructure evidence supporting the draft VALP, the
outcome of which is likely to require amendments to the draft plan and IDP to set out necessary transport mitigation
measures within Oxfordshire and how they are to be funded.
Education provision:
20. There is significant movement of pupils across the Oxfordshire-Aylesbury Vale boundary, especially at secondary
level. Some Aylesbury Vale villages lie within the designated areas of Oxfordshire schools such as Lord Williams's
School in
Thame and Wheatley Park School and families in many other settlements, especially Haddenham, choose Oxfordshire
schools.
21. The IDP sets out proposals for new and expanded schools in Aylesbury Vale. The scale of expansion appears
broadly in line with the expected population growth. Continued liaison between AVDC, Buckinghamshire County
Council and OCC will be necessary to monitor the supply of, and demand for, school places on both sides of the county
boundary, and in particular regarding the phasing of school capacity expansion.
Detailed comments on the current Proposed-Submission Document
Main document:
22. Para 7.4 'Buckinghamshire County-wide Traffic Model Phase 3' states "a third phase of modelling focused on
producing the revised Local Plan development scenario. In addition a set of mitigation schemes were tested in order to
try and mitigate any impacts arising from the Local Plan development in terms of increased congestion and travel time.
The model also considered traffic flows on strategic routes outside of the county." However, it is not clear how traffic
flows on strategic routes outside of the county were considered.
23. Policy T1: 'Delivering the sustainable transport vision' does not mention OCC as a partner and lacks detail about
the schemes or evidence base.
24. Policy T6 Cycle routes - refers to county-wide and local strategies but does not appear to consider cross-boundary
opportunities.
Duty to Cooperate Paper:
25. The Duty to Cooperate paper confirms that no transport evidence base has been obtained from Oxfordshire County
Council. Whilst OCC is listed as a strategic partner in the document, reference to OCC is absent from the transport
action (section 4) to undertake countywide transport modelling in order to identify cross-boundary impacts of growth
and assess strategic mitigation.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
26. In the Buckingham Transport Strategy at para 4.31, "Promotion of Bicester North railway station as a means of
accessing London" is listed as a key infrastructure investment. It is unclear whether the traffic impact of this has been
assessed, or how this is changing with the development of EWR and Winslow Station.
27. Para 4.35 the IDP refers to Primary Public Transport Corridors (PPTCs) including the A41 Bicester Road. At
Appendix A 1.3 Transport and Highways - Long Term 2023-2033, the following scheme is listed although OCC
understands this would not extend into Oxfordshire and would only cover the immediate vicinity around Aylesbury. Our
preference would be for a joined up solution to this corridor:
Public Transport
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Priority Public Transport Corridor A41 Bicester Road
BCC
£7m
Developer Contributio-ns
Initial Works by 2020 Long Term by 2033
To be implemented once relevant link roads are in place therefore more capacity
Necessary
Transport Modelling and Further Work to be Undertaken:
28. Following the cross-boundary transport impacts meeting on 04/12/17, OCC understands that Buckinghamshire
County Council have used a Jacobs Vissim Model which uses the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA) and the National Trip End Model (NTEM) for growth assumptions. Based on discussions at the
meeting, it is understood that despite the proposed growth at Aylesbury and Haddenham, modelling carried out so far
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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has identified no significant impact on cross boundary links on the A41, albeit a slight increase on the A41 between
M40 junction 9 and Esso roundabout (Oxford Road junction) compared to the 'Do Minimum'. Consequently, no
mitigation is proposed for the A41 in the vicinity of Bicester. If this is the case, OCC question the modelling results and
maintain that there is likely to be a need for the plan to require the proposed allocations to fund mitigation measures
within Oxfordshire.
29. Assumptions used for the modelling undertaken to date have not yet been provided, neither has evidence that local
plan growth at Bicester and elsewhere in Cherwell has been fully taken into account. OCC's updated Bicester SATURN
model will have more fine grain detail in that area. The impact on the A41 will also change depending on the transport
infrastructure scenarios that will need to be tested i.e. the South East Perimeter Road and Eastern Perimeter Road
dualling. Further discussions need to be held with OCC regarding this.
30. It is encouraging that following the cross-border transport impacts meeting, a programme of additional work has
been agreed in principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale,
Cherwell, Buckinghamshire CC, and OCC. The work programme will focus on the A41 corridor and involve more
detailed analysis on junctions including with Ploughley Road, Pioneer Road (SE Perimeter Road) and Esso
Roundabout. OCC have committed to providing a summary of the modelling work it has undertaken/been involved with
in the area. In addition, the employment development at Silverstone may require further assessment of the A43.
Public Transport and Active Travel
31. Aylesbury and Oxford are connected via the Strategic 280 Bus route: The aim is for this 280 to operate at premium
route frequency - four buses per hour. Between Thame and Oxford this has already been achieved, with three per hour
between Aylesbury and Thame - development in Haddenham could provide the opportunity and funding to increase the
frequency to four on this section.
32. The Haddenham to Thame cycle path is a long established aspiration and OCC is currently doing some work on
land negotiations with Sustrans for the path in order to determine a route. BCC has already secured contributions from
three
sites, but it is unlikely any substantial further work on the route can happen until complete funding is secure. Further
contributions would therefore be welcome.
Summary:

OCC has concerns that the draft VALP as currently written would be unsound in relation to the provision for supporting
transport infrastructure. At this stage, we are not satisfied that:
iv. The impacts of proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale on the highway network within Oxfordshire have been fully
assessed, taking account of already planned and proposed growth within Oxfordshire and the infrastructure options
being planned to support it;
v. Necessary mitigation measures have been identified and costed; and
vi. Funding will be forthcoming when needed to deliver the infrastructure matched to the proposed growth.

Change to Plan

Further transport work is needed with the involvement of Oxfordshire County Council, the outcome of which may lead
to a requirement for changes to be made to the Plan to make it sound.
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Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached reports from Transport Planning Practice. I do not consider that the Transport Strategy has been
accurately or fairly assessed and would like to present evidence at the Examination in Public both as an individual and
on behalf of the Hampden Fields Action Group.

Summary:

Please see attached reports from Transport Planning Practice. I do not consider that the Transport Strategy has been
accurately or fairly assessed and would like to present evidence at the Examination in Public both as an individual and
on behalf of the Hampden Fields Action Group.

Change to Plan

The assessment needs to begin again once a sound WebTAG complaint model has been developed for Aylesbury.
This includes but is not exclusive to an appropriate cordon survey assessing the Origins and Destinations of people
entering/exiting the town.
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HFAG Review of Draft Aylesbury Transport Strategy 30.12.16.pdf
TPP HFAG Review of Local Plan Transport Modelling and Assessment (Autumn 20....pdf
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Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
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Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached reports from Transport Planning Practice (TPP). We do not consider that the Transport Strategy
has been accurately or fairly assessed and would like to present evidence at the Examination in Public on behalf of the
Hampden Fields Action Group.

Summary:

Please see attached reports from Transport Planning Practice (TPP). We do not consider that the Transport Strategy
has been accurately or fairly assessed and would like to present evidence at the Examination in Public on behalf of the
Hampden Fields Action Group.

Change to Plan

See response to section 7.4
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Respondent: Ms Alison Watt [28629]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Section7.1 states "an important policy tool to achieve this [sustainable transport] is a people-orientated transport
hierarchy.." Yet this does not appear in policy T1, instead is the ambiguous "with particular emphasis on encouraging
modal shift with greater use of more sustainable forms of transport ...". It needs to be made clear who is responsible for
the delivery of a people-orientated transport hierarchy. This "hierarchy which places pedestrians and cyclists at the
top" (Policy D1) should be applicable to all new developments, not just Aylesbury.

Summary:

Section7.1 states "an important policy tool to achieve this [sustainable transport] is a people-orientated transport
hierarchy.." Yet this does not appear in policy T1, instead is the ambiguous "with particular emphasis on encouraging
modal shift with greater use of more sustainable forms of transport ...". It needs to be made clear who is responsible for
the delivery of a people-orientated transport hierarchy. This "hierarchy which places pedestrians and cyclists at the
top" (Policy D1) should be applicable to all new developments, not just Aylesbury.

Change to Plan

The VALP should be amended to include an commitment to the implementation of " a people-orientated transport
hierarchy" across the District by stipulating that AVDC will assist in delivering the policy district-wide, not just in
Aylesbury, and to a lesser extent Buckingham.
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Respondent: Haddenham Village Society (Mr Graham Tyack)
[29682]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy T1, 'Delivering the Sustainable Transport Vision' should be re-written to include this principle, rather than the
ambiguous 'with particular emphasis on encouraging modal shift with greater use of more sustainable forms of
transport ...'. Policy T1 should be further changed to include the Council's assistance in delivering this principle in all
developments, not just Aylesbury and to a limited extent, Buckingham.

Summary:

Policy T1, 'Delivering the Sustainable Transport Vision' should be re-written to include this principle, rather than the
ambiguous 'with particular emphasis on encouraging modal shift with greater use of more sustainable forms of
transport ...'. Policy T1 should be further changed to include the Council's assistance in delivering this principle in all
developments, not just Aylesbury and to a limited extent, Buckingham.

Change to Plan

In policy T1 add at the end of the second paragraph. All new developments shall be planned around a user hierarchy
that places pedestrians and cyclists at the top.
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Respondent: Barwood Land and Estates [32310]

Agent:

Chilmark Consulting Ltd (Mike Taylor) [29509]

Full Text:

Please find the enclose representations and covering letter with respect to the current Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:
Proposed Submission consultation.

Summary:

T1 is not based on fully justified evidence as to why the various highway road links are needed.
no funding and delivery certainty and wholly insufficient evidence presented in the Plan and the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan to ensure that various necessary and
critical road links and PPTCs are delivered during the plan period.
The policy is not consistent with the NPPF at paragraphs 154, 173 or 177 as there is no realistic
certainty that all of the proposed new highway road links will be funded and delivered during the plan
period.
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Appear at exam?
Yes

Please see the enclosed representation response.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy D1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy H1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S2 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Proposed Submission VALP - BLEL 141217.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Site Omission FLM001 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy T1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S3 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy NE5 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2339 - 32287 - T1 Delivering the sustainable transport vision - None

2339

Object

7. Transport

T1 Delivering the sustainable transport vision

Respondent: South West Milton Keynes Consortium [32287]

Agent:

Full Text:

Carter Jonas - Associate SWMK Consortium (Mr
Brian Flynn) [29547]

Please find attached representations to the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation, which are
submitted on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium.
In summary, representations are made to the following:
*
Paragraphs 1.9 to 1.12
*
Paragraph 1.13
*
Paragraph 1.17
*
Paragraph 2.4
*
Paragraph 2.6
*
Policy S2 + Objection to Policy S2 Report
*
Policy S4 & Paragraphs 3.25 to 3.35 + [2016] EWCA Civ 466 Judgement
*
Policy S5 & Paragraphs 3.36 to 3.46
*
Paragraphs 3.75 to 3.77
*
Paragraphs 3.78 to 3.80
*
Policy D1 & Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.29
*
Policy D-NLV001 & Paragraphs 4.110 to 4.119
*
Additional Allocation D-NLV020 + Environment Agency Flood Mapping Plan, Landscape & Visual Technical
Note, Highways & Transport Note, Highway Improvements Plan and Concept Masterplan
*
Policy D-HAL003 & Paragraph 4.131 to 4.138 + Landscape & Green Belt Statement
*
Policy T1 + Highways & Transport Note
*
Housing & Economic Lands Availability Assessment (January 2017) + Concept Masterplan and Landscape &
Visual Appraisal
*
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017)
*
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - RAF Halton (July 2016)
Those representations which are supported by a separate technical document or plan are provided in a separate e-mail.
Can you please confirm receipt of these representations, and continue to keep us informed of progress with the Local
Plan?

Summary:

The requested allocation of NLV020 will include similar transport improvements and connect to the existing and
proposed walking, cycling and public transport network.
Policy T1, which includes assessing the impact on the highway and public transportation network and encouraging the
use of more sustainable modes of transport. There are significant benefits associated with additional development on
land at south west Milton Keynes (Sites NLV001 and NLV020) related to accessibility to walking, cycling and public
transport and future connections to East-West Rail and the Oxford-to-Cambridge Expressway which are identified in
Policies T2 and T3.
(Transport and Highway Matters note attached)

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
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WSP have prepared a Highways & Transport Note which accompanies these representations. It is recognised that
there would be an impact on the local highway network arising from the proposed allocation of NLV020. However, the
level of residual cumulative impact would not be considered severe in the context of paragraph 32 of the NPPF subject
to agreement to a comprehensive mitigation package. Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) as Local Highway
Authority (LHA) has recently confirmed that a nil detriment approach to mitigation along A421 and elsewhere across
their network would be suitable and satisfactory to accommodate the proposed allocation.
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.75 to 3.77 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) Transport and Highways_Dec2017_v2.2.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 12 05 17-Bu5130-RGB-HLM-VALP sub Policy S2 v7.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D1 & Para 4.1 to 4.29 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 3.78 to 3.80 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.6 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) swmk 2 flood mapping.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_112_b_concept masterplan-email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC)SWMK Policy S4 & Para 3.25 to 3.35 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D HAL003 & Para 4.131 to 4.138 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S5 & Para 3.36 to 3.46 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy D NLV001 & Para 4.110 to 4.119 - PS VALP Response Form
Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 2.4 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.9 to 1.12 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.17 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Sustainability Appraisal Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK HELAA Reps - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 SWMK Additional Allocation Policy D NLV020 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_03c_Landscape Technical Report_Email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy S2 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) wldoc 17-11-24 2_4 (pm).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 3365_06c_Landscape Statement_RAF Halton_email.PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) 70038097-d001+highways+masterplan_p1&amp;2 (2).PDF
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Policy T1 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
Flynn, Brian 29547 (SWMKC) SWMK Para 1.13 - PS VALP Response Form Email.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered
a vital local issue for the Town centre businesses and we do not feel that this
has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact
of the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of
highway improvements and safety measures, as well as provision for
enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
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Respondent: Oxfordshire County Council (John Disley) [32402]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Oxfordshire County Councils' Response to the Pre-submission Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Overall Position:
1. Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) supports Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) in its aim of adopting a new
Local Plan and is supportive of the scale of growth being planned for.
2. However, we have some concerns that the draft VALP as currently written would be unsound in relation to the
provision for supporting transport infrastructure. At this stage, we are not satisfied that:
i. The impacts of proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale on the highway network within Oxfordshire have been fully
assessed, taking account of already planned and proposed growth within Oxfordshire and the infrastructure options
being planned to support it;
ii. Necessary mitigation measures have been identified and costed; and
iii. Funding will be forthcoming when needed to deliver the infrastructure matched to the proposed growth.
3. We reiterate our willingness to be involved in additional work, the outcome of which is likely to require amendments
to local plan policy and/or text and additions to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).
4. We would be pleased to be party to a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between AVDC, Buckinghamshire
County Council (BCC), Oxfordshire County Council and Cherwell District Council which sets out how the councils will
collaborate on a programme of transport work, including consideration of the A41 corridor as a priority. We are also
willing to be party to a separate MoU between AVDC, BCC, OCC, South Oxfordshire District Council and Wycombe
District Council setting out how impacts of planned growth within Buckinghamshire on the highway network within
South Oxfordshire have been assessed and how necessary mitigation measures will be funded and delivered.
5. We will continue to work with Aylesbury Vale on National Infrastructure projects of joint interest, namely East-West
Rail and the Oxford -Cambridge Expressway.
Proposed Scale and Distribution of Growth:
6. OCC supports the draft VALP in seeking to accommodate the district's own identified housing needs in full and make
provision for unmet needs from other Buckinghamshire districts. This will result in unmet need being provided for within
the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) so it will not be necessary to look outside to Oxfordshire.
7. We also have no objection in principle to the significant scale of employment land supply identified within the district.
The surplus land will help make up shortfalls in neighbouring Buckinghamshire authorities and provide sufficient
employment land for the wider Functional Economic Market Area. This will help to grow the sub-regional economy,
helping to enhance the reputation of the southern end of the Oxford-Cambridge corridor as an attractive place to invest.
8. We support in principle the spatial strategy which is based on focusing growth and investment primarily at Aylesbury
where it can take advantage of East-West Rail, with further strategic development sites at Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, provided that the impacts of proposed growth on the Oxfordshire highway network are fully
assessed and the VALP contains policies and proposals to deliver necessary mitigation measures
Implications of Strategic Transport Infrastructure Proposed for the Oxford-Cambridge Corridor:
9. We support draft policy T2 which seeks to ensure that new development does not prejudice the implementation of
East West rail project, including new stations and twin tracking to the south of Aylesbury. Closing the gap between
Aylesbury and Princes Risborough will increase the viability of East West Rail by improving north-south connectivity
and provide potential opportunities for future growth
10. We also support policy T3 which sets out AVDC's support for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, which will open
opportunities for growth as outlined in the recent NIC report ,and commits to protecting the scheme route once it is
agreed and further information is available. We agree that the implications of the route should be taken into account in
an early review of the Plan.
11. OCC will continue to work with AVDC and other partners on priority infrastructure projects to improve connectivity
across the Oxford - Cambridge corridor, and to collaborate in developing a long term vision for Oxford-Cambridge arc.
Local Transport Infrastructure:
12. It is essential that there is a full understanding of the transport infrastructure required to support the VALP
development proposals, including within surrounding areas and the local plan contains effective policies to deliver
necessary infrastructure schemes. It is disappointing that to date very little work on cross-boundary transport impacts
has been undertaken. However, it is encouraging that a programme of additional work has recently been agreed in
principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding.
A41 Corridor
14. The A41 is the main east-west route through Aylesbury, connecting to Bicester and providing indirect access to the
M40 via the A34. In our response to consultation at the VALP Preferred Options stage, OCC requested that it be invited
to work with AVDC and Buckinghamshire Councils under the duty to cooperate as the Local Plan evidence base is
developed, to ensure that transport work takes account of significant growth proposals within Oxfordshire and the
strategic infrastructure schemes identified or being explored to support it, particularly growth at Bicester and Thame.
However, we have not been involved in modelling and related transport discussions and are concerned that insufficient
attention has been paid to our comments submitted in response to consultation on the Aylesbury and Buckingham
Transport Strategies.
15. It is not clear what assumptions have been included in the Buckinghamshire Transport modelling work 3 for
planned growth at Bicester Garden Town and the strategic infrastructure options being explored to support it. The
impact on the A41 corridor of growth generated by development proposals in the VALP will change depending on the
transport scenarios tested e.g. with Bicester South East Perimeter Road and Eastern perimeter route dualling. We
would be pleased to provide more information on these schemes, as set out in our Local Transport Plan 2015-2031 and
2017 Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy (OxIS).
16. Further work is needed for the A41 corridor to provide more detailed analysis of the various scenarios in the
Bicester area to assess the impact of VALP growth within Cherwell. A transport strategy for mitigating impacts on the
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A41 in the vicinity of Bicester will need to be developed and referenced in the VALP and accompanying IDP; this
should include the phasing and funding of necessary transport improvements.
A418 corridor/Thame Roundabout
17. OCC also has concerns about the capacity of the A418 from Aylesbury which links through to the M40 and A40
through Oxfordshire. In particular, that increased cross-boundary traffic flows generated by growth proposed at
Haddenham (now 315 new homes) in combination with growth planned at Thame in South Oxfordshire and at Princes
Risborough in Wycombe District would have unacceptable impacts on the Oxfordshire highway network, particularly at
the A418 and A4129 roundabout on the edge of Thame. There are no references in the draft VALP and IDP to transport
mitigation measures within Oxfordshire.
18. The draft Plan states that Haddenham is two miles from Thame which has a wider range of shops and services.
Thame also offers employment opportunities and has the closest secondary school to Haddenham. It is therefore
essential that sustainable modes of travel between Haddenham and Thame are also evaluated and improved to
provide more opportunities for alternatives to car travel and minimise the impact on the Oxfordshire road network.
19. We understand that BCC modelling results to date show there is an issue at Thame roundabout resulting from
proposed development in Aylesbury and Haddenham. One area of work that needs to be addressed is what sort of
scheme may be needed at the roundabout, what the cost is and how it is to be funded - the issue of how mitigation
measures are identified, costed and funded needs to be resolved. This requires additional work which should be
undertaken jointly, so we welcome the proposals for an early review and wish to be involved.
Soundness Issue: Further work is required on the transport and infrastructure evidence supporting the draft VALP, the
outcome of which is likely to require amendments to the draft plan and IDP to set out necessary transport mitigation
measures within Oxfordshire and how they are to be funded.
Education provision:
20. There is significant movement of pupils across the Oxfordshire-Aylesbury Vale boundary, especially at secondary
level. Some Aylesbury Vale villages lie within the designated areas of Oxfordshire schools such as Lord Williams's
School in
Thame and Wheatley Park School and families in many other settlements, especially Haddenham, choose Oxfordshire
schools.
21. The IDP sets out proposals for new and expanded schools in Aylesbury Vale. The scale of expansion appears
broadly in line with the expected population growth. Continued liaison between AVDC, Buckinghamshire County
Council and OCC will be necessary to monitor the supply of, and demand for, school places on both sides of the county
boundary, and in particular regarding the phasing of school capacity expansion.
Detailed comments on the current Proposed-Submission Document
Main document:
22. Para 7.4 'Buckinghamshire County-wide Traffic Model Phase 3' states "a third phase of modelling focused on
producing the revised Local Plan development scenario. In addition a set of mitigation schemes were tested in order to
try and mitigate any impacts arising from the Local Plan development in terms of increased congestion and travel time.
The model also considered traffic flows on strategic routes outside of the county." However, it is not clear how traffic
flows on strategic routes outside of the county were considered.
23. Policy T1: 'Delivering the sustainable transport vision' does not mention OCC as a partner and lacks detail about
the schemes or evidence base.
24. Policy T6 Cycle routes - refers to county-wide and local strategies but does not appear to consider cross-boundary
opportunities.
Duty to Cooperate Paper:
25. The Duty to Cooperate paper confirms that no transport evidence base has been obtained from Oxfordshire County
Council. Whilst OCC is listed as a strategic partner in the document, reference to OCC is absent from the transport
action (section 4) to undertake countywide transport modelling in order to identify cross-boundary impacts of growth
and assess strategic mitigation.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
26. In the Buckingham Transport Strategy at para 4.31, "Promotion of Bicester North railway station as a means of
accessing London" is listed as a key infrastructure investment. It is unclear whether the traffic impact of this has been
assessed, or how this is changing with the development of EWR and Winslow Station.
27. Para 4.35 the IDP refers to Primary Public Transport Corridors (PPTCs) including the A41 Bicester Road. At
Appendix A 1.3 Transport and Highways - Long Term 2023-2033, the following scheme is listed although OCC
understands this would not extend into Oxfordshire and would only cover the immediate vicinity around Aylesbury. Our
preference would be for a joined up solution to this corridor:
Public Transport
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Priority Public Transport Corridor A41 Bicester Road
BCC
£7m
Developer Contributio-ns
Initial Works by 2020 Long Term by 2033
To be implemented once relevant link roads are in place therefore more capacity
Necessary
Transport Modelling and Further Work to be Undertaken:
28. Following the cross-boundary transport impacts meeting on 04/12/17, OCC understands that Buckinghamshire
County Council have used a Jacobs Vissim Model which uses the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA) and the National Trip End Model (NTEM) for growth assumptions. Based on discussions at the
meeting, it is understood that despite the proposed growth at Aylesbury and Haddenham, modelling carried out so far
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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has identified no significant impact on cross boundary links on the A41, albeit a slight increase on the A41 between
M40 junction 9 and Esso roundabout (Oxford Road junction) compared to the 'Do Minimum'. Consequently, no
mitigation is proposed for the A41 in the vicinity of Bicester. If this is the case, OCC question the modelling results and
maintain that there is likely to be a need for the plan to require the proposed allocations to fund mitigation measures
within Oxfordshire.
29. Assumptions used for the modelling undertaken to date have not yet been provided, neither has evidence that local
plan growth at Bicester and elsewhere in Cherwell has been fully taken into account. OCC's updated Bicester SATURN
model will have more fine grain detail in that area. The impact on the A41 will also change depending on the transport
infrastructure scenarios that will need to be tested i.e. the South East Perimeter Road and Eastern Perimeter Road
dualling. Further discussions need to be held with OCC regarding this.
30. It is encouraging that following the cross-border transport impacts meeting, a programme of additional work has
been agreed in principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale,
Cherwell, Buckinghamshire CC, and OCC. The work programme will focus on the A41 corridor and involve more
detailed analysis on junctions including with Ploughley Road, Pioneer Road (SE Perimeter Road) and Esso
Roundabout. OCC have committed to providing a summary of the modelling work it has undertaken/been involved with
in the area. In addition, the employment development at Silverstone may require further assessment of the A43.
Public Transport and Active Travel
31. Aylesbury and Oxford are connected via the Strategic 280 Bus route: The aim is for this 280 to operate at premium
route frequency - four buses per hour. Between Thame and Oxford this has already been achieved, with three per hour
between Aylesbury and Thame - development in Haddenham could provide the opportunity and funding to increase the
frequency to four on this section.
32. The Haddenham to Thame cycle path is a long established aspiration and OCC is currently doing some work on
land negotiations with Sustrans for the path in order to determine a route. BCC has already secured contributions from
three
sites, but it is unlikely any substantial further work on the route can happen until complete funding is secure. Further
contributions would therefore be welcome.
Summary:

Policy T1: 'Delivering the sustainable transport vision' does not mention OCC as a partner and lacks detail about the
schemes or evidence base.
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Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd on the above matter, we have the following comments and observations to make on
the document.
High level references are made to HS2 Act and formal Safeguarding Directions applying to the district and as such
there are no immediate concerns in 'soundness' terms from a safeguarding planning perspective.
On a more detailed level it is noted that policies related to Garden town delivery and the land South west of Aylesbury
feature in the Strategic vision and there is also a reference to; 'work on cycle route design and how it interacts with
HS2 will be completed to maximise the benefits and connectivity between communities and the countryside.' In each of
those cases the local authority will be aware that discussions between HS2 Ltd and relevant parties are ongoing
through the statutory referral process for the planning application and/or Environmental Statement Scoping Reports
respectively and safeguarding objectives will need to be protected in each case.
Other observations are as follows:
* P.16 para 1.17 - It is the HS2 Act that will require HS2 to be suitably mitigated, rather than the Local Plan.
* P27 refers to working with partners to deliver broadband/telecoms along the HS2 route. It should be noted that the
Department for Transport led on this matter, as the recommendation was essentially aimed at Government, rather than
HS2 per se. The Government response to the House of Commons Select Committee final report - see:
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/hs2/Report/dft-response-hs2-select-committee-march2016.pdf - responded to the recommendation in paragraph 113, and essentially said that DfT would work with DCMS on
the issue.
* 7.14 "Work on cycle route design and how it interacts with the HS2 will be completed to maximise benefits and
connectivity between communities and the countryside". This statement would be more accurate by referring to route
wide cycle commitments that the Promoter/HS2 Nominated Undertaker have made through formal Undertakings and
Assurances to the Cycling Touring Club of Great Britain.
* P.78 points i-o this list of requirements is relatively standard, but onerous for any developer to comply with in practice.
If any developer were to implement all of this they should only need to engage with HS2 Ltd with regard to our current
design for infrastructure and mitigation to ensure it is appropriately incorporated and accounted for in their masterplan,
particularly if they want to change any of the proposed mitigation.
* Policy T2 on P.205 looks reasonable, except for its expectation that HS2 will "preserve sites of archaeological or
historic interest". Arguably this is an academic point in light of the HS2 Act.
* P.276 - Glossary - having achieved Royal Assent for Phase One of the railway in February 2017, awarding our main
works civils contracts, depositing the hybrid Bill for Phase 2a and announcing the route for Phase 2b it should be
recognised that High Speed 2 is going ahead.
* From checking the Environmental Statement, the only correction (Box 6.4) would be that HS2 works have
commenced in 2017 (rather than expected to commence).
If there are any queries in relation to the points made in this response do not hesitate to contact me.

Summary:

7.14 "Work on cycle route design and how it interacts with the HS2 will be completed to maximise benefits and
connectivity between communities and the countryside" is not accurate
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This statement would be more accurate by referring to route wide cycle commitments that the Promoter/HS2
Nominated Undertaker have made through formal Undertakings and Assurances to the Cycling Touring Club of Great
Britain.
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Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this
stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its effects on residents business and
workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term
impact on the whole community.
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Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd on the above matter, we have the following comments and observations to make on
the document.
High level references are made to HS2 Act and formal Safeguarding Directions applying to the district and as such
there are no immediate concerns in 'soundness' terms from a safeguarding planning perspective.
On a more detailed level it is noted that policies related to Garden town delivery and the land South west of Aylesbury
feature in the Strategic vision and there is also a reference to; 'work on cycle route design and how it interacts with
HS2 will be completed to maximise the benefits and connectivity between communities and the countryside.' In each of
those cases the local authority will be aware that discussions between HS2 Ltd and relevant parties are ongoing
through the statutory referral process for the planning application and/or Environmental Statement Scoping Reports
respectively and safeguarding objectives will need to be protected in each case.
Other observations are as follows:
* P.16 para 1.17 - It is the HS2 Act that will require HS2 to be suitably mitigated, rather than the Local Plan.
* P27 refers to working with partners to deliver broadband/telecoms along the HS2 route. It should be noted that the
Department for Transport led on this matter, as the recommendation was essentially aimed at Government, rather than
HS2 per se. The Government response to the House of Commons Select Committee final report - see:
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/hs2/Report/dft-response-hs2-select-committee-march2016.pdf - responded to the recommendation in paragraph 113, and essentially said that DfT would work with DCMS on
the issue.
* 7.14 "Work on cycle route design and how it interacts with the HS2 will be completed to maximise benefits and
connectivity between communities and the countryside". This statement would be more accurate by referring to route
wide cycle commitments that the Promoter/HS2 Nominated Undertaker have made through formal Undertakings and
Assurances to the Cycling Touring Club of Great Britain.
* P.78 points i-o this list of requirements is relatively standard, but onerous for any developer to comply with in practice.
If any developer were to implement all of this they should only need to engage with HS2 Ltd with regard to our current
design for infrastructure and mitigation to ensure it is appropriately incorporated and accounted for in their masterplan,
particularly if they want to change any of the proposed mitigation.
* Policy T2 on P.205 looks reasonable, except for its expectation that HS2 will "preserve sites of archaeological or
historic interest". Arguably this is an academic point in light of the HS2 Act.
* P.276 - Glossary - having achieved Royal Assent for Phase One of the railway in February 2017, awarding our main
works civils contracts, depositing the hybrid Bill for Phase 2a and announcing the route for Phase 2b it should be
recognised that High Speed 2 is going ahead.
* From checking the Environmental Statement, the only correction (Box 6.4) would be that HS2 works have
commenced in 2017 (rather than expected to commence).
If there are any queries in relation to the points made in this response do not hesitate to contact me.

Summary:

P.276 - Glossary - having achieved Royal Assent for Phase One of the railway in February 2017, awarding our main
works civils contracts, depositing the hybrid Bill for Phase 2a and announcing the route for Phase 2b it should be
recognised that High Speed 2 is going ahead.
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My objection relates to the disconnect between the intentions set out in this paragraph and the absence of energy and
foresight to make it happen. Throughout the draft VALP, the significance of E-W Rail (and the OX-CB Expressway) to
the Vale is not recognised. If it is indeed a "key infrastructure project", what are the ideas and proposals that it will
unlock?

Summary:

My objection relates to the disconnect between the intentions set out in this paragraph and the absence of energy and
foresight to make it happen. Throughout the draft VALP, the significance of E-W Rail (and the OX-CB Expressway) to
the Vale is not recognised. If it is indeed a "key infrastructure project", what are the ideas and proposals that it will
unlock?

Change to Plan

Plan to incorporate these two fundamental projects into the whole of the VALP, and show how and when this will be
done.
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I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 7.16
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
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I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 7.16
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
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SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
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In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
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My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
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Planning
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD
Contact officer:
Karen.attwood@southoxon.gov.uk
Tel: 01235 422600
Textphone users add 18001 before you dial
Your reference:
Our reference:
Dear Sir/Madam
Officer Response
South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
2013-2033 Proposed Submission version
Please find below an officer's response to the proposed submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-2033. Our formal response is in the process of being signed off by
the relevant cabinet member and will follow in due-course.
SODC considers the plan to be sound, legally compliant and meet the requirements of Duty to Cooperate.
SODC does not think it to be necessary to attend the examination unless the Inspector believes it
necessary to demonstrate Duty to Co-operate has been followed. An MoU between SODC and
Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is expected to be signed shortly.
Housing Need:
As part of the Duty to Co-operate we continue to monitor the possibility of any potential unmet
needs particularly housing from neighbouring councils. Both councils recognise we are not within the
same Housing Market Area (HMA) and as such there is no need to address any development needs
resulting from the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. It has been noted that AVDC has increased its
housing requirement by 8,000 homes during the plan period to 27,400 homes as a result of the
collective unmet housing need arising from the authorities to its south, namely Wycombe, Chiltern
and South Bucks. It is recognised that AVDC has sufficient suitable and deliverable sites to meet this
need and would not require any of this to be met by SODC.
On page 33 of the VALP it states 'we fully anticipate the need to carry out an early review of VALP to
take into account newly emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on
calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major strategic schemes'. As such SODC would like
to maintain an ongoing dialogue and be updated following any review of the housing need for AVDC
and any unmet need resulting from the wider Central Buckinghamshire HMA.
Haddenham and Thame cross border issues:
Overall the sites proposed for development within the VALP are not considered to have a significant
cross border impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as the majority of new homes required are
some distance from the shared border with development focused on Aylesbury and other existing
settlements with no new settlements planned. However, it has been noted that a significant number
of new dwellings is to be allocated at Haddenham. Page 38 of VALP sets out the overall number of
dwellings to come forward during the plan period. At Haddenham a total of 1,051 homes of which
more than half are committed or completed. The remaining 315 being allocated within the VALP. On
its own it is not considered to have a significant impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as this is a
significant reduction on previous versions of the VALP which included a new settlement near
Haddenham. It has been noted that Haddenham remains a potential location for a new settlement if
after a review of the plan it is determined the need exists. SODC would like to remain in contact on
this issue in order to better understand the cross-border impacts of the proposed development and
any future growth in the area, particularly on the A415 between Haddenham and Thame. We would
seek continued dialogue with AV on the potential infrastructure implications resulting from
development at Haddenham and Thame and would like to explore the potential for joint working on
further studies.
The South Oxfordshire Playing Pitch Strategy identifies a significant proportion of the pitch provision
in the North sub-area of the district based around Chinnor to cater for teams and residents arising
from Aylesbury Vale. The strategy recognises that significant additional growth in Aylesbury Vale
could lead to insufficient capacity at these pitches. We would welcome dialogue with AV on the
implications of this and the potential for sharing developer contributions to address the impacts of
increased demand for these pitches and their associated facilities as a result of significant growth in
Aylesbury Vale.
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway Implications:
Assessment of the potential corridors for the route of the Expressway are currently being
investigated by Highways England. The proposed Southern route option would likely run in close
proximity to Thame and Haddenham and would have a significant impact on the area. Should a more
northerly route be chosen, this could also have wider traffic and environmental impacts that would
need careful consideration. The councils have been co-operating on this matter for some time to
better understand the potential implications of the project. Should this option be taken forward
there will be a need for further joint working/liaison to explore and plan for both the economic
benefits and environmental impacts of these proposals.
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Chinnor Reservoir:
As a result of Thames Water confirming that there are no longer any plans for a Chinnor reservoir,
the site is no longer needed to be safeguarded in either Local Plan. Both councils came to an
agreement on this in May 2017 and a statement as such will be included in an agreed Memorandum
of Understanding ahead of the submission stage of VALP and SODC Local Plan.
Duty to Co-operate:
It is important to maintain officer and member level Duty to Co-operate dialogue to better
understand the issues above and any other issues that may impact on each council in-order to
positively plan for development and mitigate impacts. SODC looks forward to finalising a formal
Memorandum of Understanding with AVDC which is currently being drafted, as well as a wider
Memorandum of Understanding/ Statement of Common Ground on cross-border transport matters
which is also proposed to include Wycombe District Council and the respective County Councils.
If any clarification is required on any of the above comments or any issues relating to this response,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards
Ryan Hunt
Enquires Officer
Policy Team
South Oxfordshire District Council
Summary:

Assessment of the potential corridors for the route of the Expressway are currently being
investigated by Highways England. The proposed Southern route option would likely run in close
proximity to Thame and Haddenham and would have a significant impact on the area. Should a more
northerly route be chosen, this could also have wider traffic and environmental impacts that would
need careful consideration. The councils have been co-operating on this matter for some time to
better understand the potential implications of the project.
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
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Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
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Respondent: Mrs Ann Webbley [28640]
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Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly
embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of transport
strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. This has not been
integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
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Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]
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Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

Please also see my comments under 3.15 New Settlement.
The VALP does not seem to recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury. It is a major
infrastructure project which should be embraced.
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3.15 New Settlement
The current plan seems not to take into account political and public support for development along the
Oxford/Cambridge corridor. It is my view that all new settlement proposals need to be addressed in the context of this
potentially significant infrastructure project, particularly where new road and rail links need to be coherently planned.
3.22
I am concerned that the wording 'seek to preserve' with reference to maintaining open countryside and the identities of
affected communities is inadequate and far too open to interpretation, and should be altered to an unequivocal
statement of 'will preserve'.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
This seems to be based on an assumption that new inhabitants will not be commuting to London, or driving to work
elsewhere. The existing new developments at Aylesbury Vale Parkway have already placed the rail services under
strain at peak times (a seat is a rare commodity from Great Missenden on some trains and an impossibility thereafter)
and the traffic on surrounding roads has noticeably increased. This problem will only be exacerbated with new
settlements without new infrastructure.
4.17 Interventions/link roads
A recent study commissioned by the CPRE found that new roads do nothing to alleviate existing problems but actually
increase traffic. This plan reflects a backwards process - allowing housing to be built without first creating coherent and
sustainable infrastructure.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
Building more than 1,000 houses along the Aylesbury Road will choke traffic flow in both directions, particularly with
additional traffic from theRAF Halton site.
4.125 RAF Halton
The plan doesn't adequately address the potential impact of the RAF Halton site becoming available for even more
houses and how that will also affect the transport infrastructure, schools and medical facilities. I am particularly
concerned about air quality and noise pollution on the Aylesbury Road (Ref: 9.38).
7.16 East-West Rail
This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.

Summary:

This project has the potential to bring far more benefits to the Vale than any other and it is wrong that the plan is not
based around this growth opportunity.
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N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Michelle Hughes 30145.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2264 - 30264 - 7.16 - None

2264

Object

7. Transport

7.16

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
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The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key infrastructure
investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
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N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2484 - 30357 - 7.16 - None

2484

Object

7. Transport

7.16

Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
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N/A

Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
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Full Text:

We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2543 - 32215 - 7.16 - None

2543

Object

7. Transport

7.16

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Taylor, J.R. & S. 32215 letter VALP dated 14th Dec17 to AVDC.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 387 - 29911 - 7.19 - i, ii, iv

387

Object

7. Transport

7.19

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Waddesdon Estate; National Trust and Hartwell House are strongly opposed to the Oxford- Cambridge
Expressway (southern route) insofar as it affects their landowning interests. The cumulative impact of this proposal,
coupled with the HS2 proposals, would have a significant detrimental impact on the historic landscape.

Summary:

The Waddesdon Estate; National Trust and Hartwell House are strongly opposed to the Oxford- Cambridge
Expressway (southern route) insofar as it affects their landowning interests. The cumulative impact of this proposal,
coupled with the HS2 proposals, would have a significant detrimental impact on the historic landscape.
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Full Text:

The draft here is even weaker than for the E-W Rail. Now that HMG has committed significant weight to developing in
this corridor, AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities for transport, housing
and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. Promising 'an early review' without timescales or scoping the
importance of that indicates a lack of vision and energy. As with the original railway and motorway development,
Aylesbury could be about to miss out on vital schemes.

Summary:

The draft here is even weaker than for the E-W Rail. Now that HMG has committed significant weight to developing in
this corridor, AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities for transport, housing
and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. Promising 'an early review' without timescales or scoping the
importance of that indicates a lack of vision and energy. As with the original railway and motorway development,
Aylesbury could be about to miss out on vital schemes.

Change to Plan

Rethink the VALP with much greater awareness of the opportunities from these projects.
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Full Text:

The implications of the proposed Oxford - Cambridge Expressway (in terms of the 3 options) should be considered as
part of the emergent Local Plan process in which early consideration needs to be given by AVDC as to which route it
would be willing to support in principle. Otherwise, there is the risk that the proposed route of the Expressway will be
presented as a fait acompli as part of a future Local Plan Review (safeguarded route) with limited opportunity to
properly assess the impact of the road proposals on the historic landscape. Clearly, the Waddesdon Estate, National
Trust and Hartwell House are strongly opposed to a southern option via Aylesbury.

Summary:

The Waddesdon Estate; National Trust and Hartwell House strongly object to a southern option via Aylesbury for the
Oxford- Cambridge Expressway
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The route of the proposed Oxford - Cambridge Expressway will need to be considered as part of the Local Plan process
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Full Text:

Even though the final route for the Oxford Cambridge Expressway has not been decided it will have a positive impact
on the Vale of Aylesbury. It is a government supported scheme and AVDC should be showing active plans to make the
most for transport, housing etc that the expressway will bring forward. The expressway will be built during the time of
the VALP (2017 - 2034) and realistic planning for a "New" Town should be considered which would alleviate the traffic
issues around Aylesbury.

Summary:

Even though the final route for the Oxford Cambridge Expressway has not been decided it will have a positive impact
on the Vale of Aylesbury. It is a government supported scheme and AVDC should be showing active plans to make the
most for transport, housing etc that the expressway will bring forward. The expressway will be built during the time of
the VALP (2017 - 2034) and realistic planning for a "New" Town should be considered which would alleviate the traffic
issues around Aylesbury.
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Have more proactive plans for the benefits of the Oxford Cambridge Expressway.
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Full Text:

Not enough commitment shown in the plan to Government supported scheme and failing to capitalise on the
opportunities for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme presents.

Summary:

Not enough commitment shown in the plan to Government supported scheme and failing to capitalise on the
opportunities for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme presents.

Change to Plan

Proposed development from other areas should be follow the route of the Expressway, making us of Government
resources to improve Local Infrastructure.
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N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 7.20
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
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I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 7.20
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
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SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
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In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville.
The first point is that I found the documents extremely difficult to follow and the process by which to responded via the
"online comment system" very unwieldy". The system appears to me to make it almost impossible for members of the
general public who are not expert in these things to provide rationale input into the VALP. You have asked for people's
input but made it virtually impossible for this to be fully understood what is being proposed for the Vale of Aylesbury. I
have however been able to read the sections that are relevant to me as a resident of Weston Turville, a frequent user
of the local roads, a user of the local healthcare system and use the Aylesbury Town centre shops and supermarkets.
I would like to make comments on the following parts of the VALP:
3.22: Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development comprising open
countryside between settlements
A commitment to "seek to preserve" is an extremely weak phrase and suggests that there is an acceptability of failure.
The plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside
between developments. However a significant section of the VALP concerns building some 16,000 houses to the South
of Aylesbury. Permission has already been granted for developments which cause significant coalescence for Stoke
Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective and
makes a mockery of the statement that AVDC will "seek to preserve" character and identities of neighbouring
settlements.
D1: delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The only way that it appears that AVDC seeks to achieve this is by allowing significant growth to the South of
Aylesbury. How this achieves Aylesbury being classed as a Garden Town is extremely difficult to understand. To make
the Town Centre attractive and attractive to people the level of traffic and parking need to be addressed. This cannot be
achieved if the traffic assessments are not believable and there are no up-to-date measurements of current traffic
flows. Effective understanding of the additional traffic that the significant additional housing will generate is essential.
Without this data the plan for a Garden Town is not realistic.
4.16: Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The whole Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) does not appear to be robust and based on sound evidence. Key roads
of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. A fact that is admitted in the VALP. How can the ATS be a sound
proposal when there are serious flaws in the basic data on which it is based? Thus I believe the ATS is neither sound
nor effective and is not fit for purpose.
4.17: Interventions including outer link roads
The idea of a complete ring-road around Aylesbury would be an attractive proposition. However as stated in the
response to 4.16 some of the key roads of the supposed "orbital strategy" are aspirational. In addition it is difficult to
assess if a new set of roads will be effective. It must take into account of the traffic generated by the significant new
housing that would have to be built to fund any of the new roads.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125
The concerns I have expressed to sections 3.22, 4.16, 4.17 and D1 are relevant to my concerns regarding the housing
allocations in theses sections of the VALP. It is difficult to understand if AVDC through the VALP or the developers are
driving the significant housing pans for these areas that are to the South of Aylesbury. Concerns were expressed to the
transport issues that would result from the developments at the ex-MDA site, Woodlands and Hampden Fields but
these have been approved by the Strategic Development Management Committee. In addition to these developments
we have significant developments in Stoke Mandeville and the need to consider Halton. It is essential to effectively
mitigate the amount of traffic generated by this vast quantity of housing. The impact of so many developments has not
been done as there are serious flaws in the ATS and the inadequacy of the transport data and modelling.
3.15: New settlement
AVDC decided against a new settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements, expansion to the South of
Aylesbury. This decision is not justified considering both the number of existing plans already approved by the SDMC
or that are currently under discussion. This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered
for development are now part of developers' proposals.
7.16: East-West Rail Link
The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major development of the transport strategy, and an opportunity for
businesses and for commuters to reach new employment. The significance of this opportunity does not seem to be
recognised in the VALP as it is a key infrastructure project and should be fully considered. To be an effective plan this
important piece of infra-structure should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. However it does not
appear to be integrated and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
7.20: Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
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Vale, for transport, housing, employment and facilities. There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively
capitalise on this scheme. In view of this significant opportunity it is surprising that the VALP does not consider the
possibility of new settlement (New Town) along the expressway taking advantage of the excellent transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the developments produce
through Aylesbury. As this major opportunity is not even considered, the VALP cannot be justified as the most
appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale and is not consistent with national
policy.
I would like these comments to be regarded by the VALP team of AVDC and that they will be passed on to the
Government Inspector at the appropriate time.
Summary:

There is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively capitalise on this scheme. It is surprising that the VALP does
not consider the possibility of new settlement along the expressway taking advantage of the transport links it will
provide. Building houses, employment facilities and infrastructure in the north of the district would alleviate the desire to
cram so many houses to the South of Aylesbury and thus relieve the traffic chaos that the
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Comments on the VALP
I am writing to comment on the Vale of Aylesbury Local plan, on areas that especially concern me, as a resident of
Weston Turville, and as a person who likes to see a positive, thorough, sound approach to new developments.
On the topic of being sound and thorough, I wish to address these parts of the VALP:
* 4.14 To make the Town Centre attractive, note has to be taken of the traffic and parking issues involved. This cannot
be done effectively if there are not accurate and up-to-date measurements of current traffic flows, combined with
effective planning for the additional housing. Without this information the plan is not effective.
* 4.16 A whole transport strategy needs a robust, sound evidence base. This is not used in the VALP, so I believe the
transport strategy is neither sound nor effective.
* 4.17 The idea of a ring-road is seductive, but its effectiveness needs to be assessed using traffic research that is upto date, and sound. In particular, it is hard to say that a new set of roads will be effective, if it does not take account of
the traffic generated by the new housing being used to fund the eventual new roads. This part of the plan lacks the
thoroughness I look for in a sound plan, and I feel these errors mean this section cannot be justified.
* D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4, and 4.125 I feel that similar worries are raised by the plans for housing at Woodlands,
Hampden Fields, and eventually, Halton. Without considering the impact of so many developments with so many
houses in a small part of the district together with their impact on future traffic flows, it is impossible to view the plan as
effective.
I also wish to view planning as a positive approach, so I wish to express my reservations about the soundness of these
aspects:
* 3.22 A commitment to "seek to preserve" is a weasel phrase, building in the acceptability of failure. It is not a sound,
thorough commitment. This is shown in the way the plan states a wish to preserve identities of neighbouring
settlements, and to avoid compromising open countryside between developments, and yet permission has been
granted for developments which cause coalescence for Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville, Aylesbury, Halton and
Aston Clinton. Planning in this way is not justified or effective.
* D1 delivering the Garden town. The current plans are the same as were there before a proposal of a garden town was
mooted; they have not been rethought in an effective way since the Garden Town project was adopted. This is,
evidently, is not an effective way of delivering the garden town.
* D1 also, the currently planned and proposed developments of housing and business are not sustainable in that they
will produce pollution and congestion which will reduce quality of life in the developments and limit future
developments. The plan should also commit to positive policies on improving air quality, including requirements for
developers to work towards this. Currently, the VALP cannot be regarded as an effective or justified plan.
My view of a positive plan eventually leads me to wish to see a clear hope for a better place to live, for all the district,
for all residents. I feel that the VALP falls short on the level of flexibility required to produce the positive changes - it is
not effective, and is not justified in some of its planning ideas. I wish to explain my reservations with reference to these
sections:
* 3.15 New settlement. This is an essential part of the need for a positive place to live. AVDC decided against a new
settlement, opting instead to try to add to existing settlements. This decision is not justified considering both the
number of existing plans (outside the VALP, already under discussion) and the scale of the required level of building.
This also means that this part of the plan is not effective, as sites not considered for development are now part of
developers' proposals.
* 7.16 East-West Rail Link. To be an effective plan, based on sound thinking, this important piece of infra-structure
should be thoroughly embedded in the thinking behind the plan. The Rail Link could be seen as providing a major
development of transport strategy, and an opportunity for businesses and for commuters to reach new employment.
This has not been integrated, and so I believe the VALP is not effective.
* 7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for
the future development of Aylesbury Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is
planning to actively capitalise on this, the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government
policy, it is not justified.
* 3.15 In view of the planned development of new transport links in the North of the county, it is surprising that the
VALP does not reconsider the possibility of new settlement in the north of the district. As this is not done, the plan
cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy for the future wellbeing and prosperity of the Aylesbury Vale.
Thank you for reading these comments.
Mrs Ann Webbley

Summary:

This is a positive, government-supported scheme, and is evidently important for the future development of Aylesbury
Vale, for transport, housing and facilities. As there is no evidence that AVDC is planning to actively capitalise on this,
the VALP is not effective, and, insofar as it is not consistent with government policy, it is not justified.
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Respondent: Mr William Spear [32225]
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Full Text:

N/A

Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

Please also see my comments under 3.15 New Settlement.
The Government supports this scheme, therefore AVDC needs to capitalise on this opportunity and plan for transport,
housing etc. that this scheme will bring forward.
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Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
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N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
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The following are my comments and concerns about certain assumptions and proposals in the Vale of Aylesbury Local
Plan (VALP).
I must trust that these are viewed as being in addition to those received from others and not simply regarded as
"template responses".
Overall: you will be aware that many of the assumptions in the VALP mirror those in the Hampden Fields and
Woodlands planning applications. Many of these, particularly related to traffic forecasting, assumptions on the
Aylesbury Orbital Routes Strategy where some 50% of the roads shown are described as "aspirational". This is an
intent only, hardly a strategy and certainly not something which should be included in a plan such as the VALP. The
next Bucks County Council review of its transport strategy, using an outdated, narrow and inadequate Transport Model
is due shortly and the detailed input into it from the Hampden Fields Action Group and others challenging this must also
form part of the review of the draft VALP.
Specific concerns are: 3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development:
I have concerns about the location and mix of proposed housing. Recent planning applications for housing in and
around Weston Turville for example, have resulted in developments advertising houses for sale in the £600,000 to
£850,000 range. These are clustered around the village resulting in what will be the merging of the village into a
greater Aylesbury. Local roads are becoming even more congested and our children are now in a position where it is
hardly possible for them to consider buying a property in the village. As a consequence, local businesses cannot recruit
the young people they require because they cannot afford the salaries necessary to live locally.
3.15 New Settlements: As it stands, the VALP appears to ignore the once in a generation opportunity presented by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor contained in the National Infrastructure Commission Report, where a lack
of housing and connectivity are highlighted as key constraints preventing our region from becoming "the UK's Silicon
Valley".
This report was commissioned in March 2016 and published on 23rd February 2017. As a result, the opportunities
presented in this report for Buckinghamshire and more importantly, for Aylesbury Vale, do not appear to have sufficient
focus in the current draft of the VALP.
As a result, I believe that this draft requires a radical review to recognise that the more effective strategy is to focus on
what is required to make the most of this opportunity. Significant road improvements linking the Vale with the
expressway and a new town for example, switching the focus to the north rather than cramming more into the south of
the Vale.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy. See my opening comments. This is based on an outdated model, criticised by the
consultants advising the Hampden Fields Action Group and also by Bucks CC's transport consultants. I understand
that is based on highly challengeable evidence. Some of the assumptions are described as "aspirational" - hardly
encouraging since I understand that this is code for "not happening before 2034"!
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town: It is difficult to reconcile the volume of growth required with the Nine
Garden City Principles detailed by the Town and Country Planning Association. www.tcpa.org.uk
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury: The building of so many houses together with the allied infrastructure of schools etc will
severely impact the already stressed road network, not only the gyratory but also the neighbouring roads. Results in the
de facto merging of Aylesbury, Hampden Hall and Stoke Mandeville.
D-AGT3 Woodlands: Once again, this development will penalise traffic flows on the A41.
D-AGT4 Hampden Fields: Once again, this development will severely impact the already stressed traffic flows on the
A413, A41 and the gyratory.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing: In 3.3 I stressed the need for Affordable Housing and the difficulties with the current
developments in Weston Turville. I understand that the governmental guideline is 35%. The Woodlands development,
sponsored by the council, provides only some 20%. This is a poor example and will set the benchmark allowing others
to ignore the government's guideline.
7.16 East-West Rail: As in 3.15, New Settlements, the VALP does not appear to build on the importance of this key
infrastructure investment. This is a weakness which must be corrected.
7.20 Oxford- Cambridge Express Way: As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take
participate in this key infrastructure development.
In summary, I believe that I will not be alone in highlighting that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan requires considerable
revision to bring it up to date, to take the fullest advantage of the once in a lifetime opportunity offered by the
Cambridge - Milton Keynes - Oxford Corridor, East-West Rail Link and the associated Expressway.
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The other main concern that I have is that the impact of cramming so much development into a series of limited areas
with such poor traffic flow assessment and planning will result in congestion to such a degree that it will positively
discourage inward investment resulting in fewer and poorer job prospects.
Summary:

As in 3.15, New Settlements. Once again, an opportunity missed to take participate in this key infrastructure
development.
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]
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Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
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Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward

Change to Plan
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N/A

I understand that the local plan for the Vale of Aylesbury is the subject of a public enquiry and I would like to add my
comments to those of other residents and organisations who have concerns regarding the current proposals. Please
see below my views on specific sections of the plan:3.22 I am concerned that developments such as Hampden Fields and Woodlands will impose on the identity of
villages such as Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and Wendover as building on such a large scale will cause a
"blurring" of the borders of these villages with Aylesbury itself.
4.17 Interventions such as orbital roads are not happening quickly enough and the impact of 16,000 houses around
the edges of Aylesbury will have an effect on the roads in the town. Our MP David Lidington has already commented
that he does not want Aylesbury to be known as a gridlock town. Well my view is that between 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 am
and also between 3.00 p.m. and 6.30 p.m. on the Tring and Wendover roads in and out of Aylesbury this is already the
situation. Building on such a scale in one location between these two major routes in and out of Aylesbury is only going
to exacerbate the traffic problems we are already experiencing in this location and no amount of orbital or link roads is
going to help.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town I consider to be an insult to the people of Aylesbury. With the amount of
building developments including infilling between existing residences, especially on the Tring Road towards Tring itself,
I am concerned that there will be no room left for any open or green spaces in Aylesbury which will make a mockery of
the name associated with "Garden" towns.
7.20 I think that the AVDC should look to make the most of the Oxford - Cambridge railway as I understand they are
proposing to build a significant amount of housing and related expansion on this line which will open up opportunities to
develop the middle and north areas of Buckinghamshire. This would relieve the necessity to overcompensate
development in the Aylesbury area.
9.28 Air quality - This aspect of any rapid development of Aylesbury must be addressed as if not this is very likely to
impact on the health of the local population. I did not move away from London many years ago to end up in a constant
traffic jam.

Summary:

I think that the AVDC should look to make the most of the Oxford - Cambridge railway as I understand they are
proposing to build a significant amount of housing and related expansion on this line which will open up opportunities to
develop the middle and north areas of Buckinghamshire. This would relieve the necessity to overcompensate
development in the Aylesbury area.
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We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
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Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

It is noted that the Local Plan seeks to protect transport schemes including HS2 and East West Rail. Whilst the route of
HS2 should be indicated on the Proposals Map, the implications of proposals on or near to the route is, essentially, a
development control issue, which by its very nature is site specific. The policy should therefore be flexible and ensure
public consultation on applications relating to the specific HS2 lines that affect the District. It should be noted that
Richborough Estates proposals to the south of Aylesbury do not affect HS2.
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N/A

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd on the above matter, we have the following comments and observations to make on
the document.
High level references are made to HS2 Act and formal Safeguarding Directions applying to the district and as such
there are no immediate concerns in 'soundness' terms from a safeguarding planning perspective.
On a more detailed level it is noted that policies related to Garden town delivery and the land South west of Aylesbury
feature in the Strategic vision and there is also a reference to; 'work on cycle route design and how it interacts with
HS2 will be completed to maximise the benefits and connectivity between communities and the countryside.' In each of
those cases the local authority will be aware that discussions between HS2 Ltd and relevant parties are ongoing
through the statutory referral process for the planning application and/or Environmental Statement Scoping Reports
respectively and safeguarding objectives will need to be protected in each case.
Other observations are as follows:
* P.16 para 1.17 - It is the HS2 Act that will require HS2 to be suitably mitigated, rather than the Local Plan.
* P27 refers to working with partners to deliver broadband/telecoms along the HS2 route. It should be noted that the
Department for Transport led on this matter, as the recommendation was essentially aimed at Government, rather than
HS2 per se. The Government response to the House of Commons Select Committee final report - see:
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/hs2/Report/dft-response-hs2-select-committee-march2016.pdf - responded to the recommendation in paragraph 113, and essentially said that DfT would work with DCMS on
the issue.
* 7.14 "Work on cycle route design and how it interacts with the HS2 will be completed to maximise benefits and
connectivity between communities and the countryside". This statement would be more accurate by referring to route
wide cycle commitments that the Promoter/HS2 Nominated Undertaker have made through formal Undertakings and
Assurances to the Cycling Touring Club of Great Britain.
* P.78 points i-o this list of requirements is relatively standard, but onerous for any developer to comply with in practice.
If any developer were to implement all of this they should only need to engage with HS2 Ltd with regard to our current
design for infrastructure and mitigation to ensure it is appropriately incorporated and accounted for in their masterplan,
particularly if they want to change any of the proposed mitigation.
* Policy T2 on P.205 looks reasonable, except for its expectation that HS2 will "preserve sites of archaeological or
historic interest". Arguably this is an academic point in light of the HS2 Act.
* P.276 - Glossary - having achieved Royal Assent for Phase One of the railway in February 2017, awarding our main
works civils contracts, depositing the hybrid Bill for Phase 2a and announcing the route for Phase 2b it should be
recognised that High Speed 2 is going ahead.
* From checking the Environmental Statement, the only correction (Box 6.4) would be that HS2 works have
commenced in 2017 (rather than expected to commence).
If there are any queries in relation to the points made in this response do not hesitate to contact me.

Summary:

Policy T2 on P.205 looks reasonable, except for its expectation that HS2 will "preserve sites of archaeological or
historic interest".
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Full Text:

O&H noted and supported the recognition within the Draft VALP (Summer 2016) Plan of the importance of East-West
Rail and the O2C Expressway which was reflected by former Draft Policy S6: Protected Transport Schemes.
It is noted that this policy has been replaced by Policy T2 (Protected Transport Schemes) and Policy T3 (Supporting
Transport Schemes). Whilst O&H supports the proposed protection to be given to ensure that strategic infrastructure
projects are not prejudiced by other developments being brought forward, it has concerns regarding the lack of
protection for the proposed Expressway.
The Proposed Submission Version (Policy T2) fails to provide sufficient protection for the route of the Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway in the current plan once adopted. O&H is concerned that the reliance on a local plan review to
provide protection for the route has removed any such protection in the Proposed Submission Plan. Under the
Proposed Submission Plan, should a proposed allocation encroach on the route (once defined), there is no clear policy
protection against development that could jeopardise the delivery of the strategic infrastructure.
It is on this basis that O&H considers that Policy T3 should be amended to ensure that it is sound. The following
amendments are sought:
* Wording of T3 to be amended to make it clear that the strategic importance of safeguarding and delivering the
Expressway overrides proposed allocations (reflecting that set out in para 7.11), and that in the event that an allocation
has the potential to encroach on the proposed route that allocation will be reviewed to ensure that it does not hinder the
delivery of the Expressway
*Amendment of the last sentence of T3 to read "The scheme is supported by the Council and once the agreed route is
confirmed and further information is made available the scheme route will be protected in any review to the VALP and
subsequent local plan review".
*Once a route has been confirmed Policy T3 (or a separate strategic plan policy) should commit Aylesbury Vale to
review the direction of growth to make effective use of the infrastructure to be provided (reflecting Government's
position outlined within the Housing White Paper1)
*Policy T3 (and Policy S9 on Neighbourhood Plans) should be amended to include a requirement for Neighbourhood
Plans to take account of and accommodate proposed (and committed) strategic infrastructure (East-West Rail and
Expressway) to ensure that Plans do not inadvertently or deliberately frustrate or prejudice the delivery of such
infrastructure.
It is recognised that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) has now been published, and this recognises that a preferred
route for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway is likely to be selected by the end of 2018. When considered in parallel
with the Local Plan timetable, it is likely that the Examination will overlap with the route selection and therefore the Plan
should place greater emphasis in protecting this route, and seeking to use such strategic infrastructure to facilitate a
complementary growth strategy.
It is also noted that the IDP refers to a new Bletchley Bypass (a new link road linking the A421 and A4146). This route
is defined as "necessary" and that the delivery parties would be expected to be led by developers and Milton Keynes
Council.
Despite this, the proposed Submission Plan makes no provision in policy terms for supporting such a route, or for route
options/selection to be determined as part of joint working between AVDC and MKC.
As a landowner of significant landholdings south west of Milton Keynes, O&H are keen to engage positively with the
Councils to facilitate development of the Bletchley Bypass link road. However, we are concerned by the failure of
Aylesbury Vale to make adequate commitment to its delivery, or to seek the identification (or safeguarding) of a route
for infrastructure deemed as "necessary" in the IDP. Furthermore, the VALP makes no reference to the ability of new
growth to enable the provision of this infrastructure (despite developers and MKC being listed as the delivery agencies).
The O&H representations made to the Draft VALP in September 2016 included a demonstration of the way in which an
effective new road link could form part of the Bletchley Bypass around the village of Newton Longville and be delivered
by the private sector as part of appropriately-scaled development adjacent to the eastern edge of the village. The
Council has not responded to this proposition, despite a number of sites around Newton Longville being identified,
included and withdrawn at various stages of both the VALP and the emerging Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan
over the last 12-24 months. O&H reiterate our willingness to engage with both AVDC and Newton Longville Parish
Council in order to deliver this element of 'necessary' identified infrastructure.
In the absence of any policy drafting which allows for effective consideration and delivery of integrated growth and
infrastructure, O&H consider that the Policy T2 & T3 (as well as S2) of the Submission Version fail to meet the test of
soundness, namely by failing to be effective (no mechanism to promote or encourage deliverability of key
infrastructure) or positively prepared (in providing a strategy that seeks to deliver objectives of the local plan and IDP coordinated growth and infrastructure requirements).

Summary:

T2 fails to provide sufficient protection for the route of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. O&H is concerned that
the reliance on a local plan review to provide protection for the route has removed any such protection in VALP.
Should a proposed allocation encroach the route (once defined), there is no clear policy protection against the
development that could jeopardise the delivery of strategic infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Please see full representation above, and:
Amendment and alterations to Policies T2 and T3
Make policy provision for infrastructure deemed necessary within IDP
Insert clear policy protection for delivery strategic infrastructure
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Full Text:

1. Policy T2 states that planning permission will not be granted for development that would prejudice the
implementation of existing protected transport schemes. We agree with Policy T2 in so far as it confirms that the
Council will work with HS2 Ltd with the aim of influencing the design and construction of the HS2 route through the
district, to minimise adverse impacts and to maximise any benefits. We also support the identification of criteria a, b
and c which identify the Council's further expectations in terms of HS2, including requirements for it to deliver high
quality design that minimises its impacts.
2. As the Council is aware, the route of HS2 runs parallel with the south-western boundary of the South West Aylesbury
strategic allocation. Given the identified housing needs for the District, and the acknowledgement that Aylesbury is the
most sustainable settlement in the District and therefore the main focus for growth, we consider that Policy T2 should
include a further criterion requiring that HS2 should demonstrate that it has minimised its land take insofar as this is
practicable. This will ensure that only the land genuinely required to deliver HS2 is used, thereby maximising the
amount of land that remains theoretically available for development.
Changes Sought
3. Add a further criterion to Policy T2 confirming that the Council will expect HS2 to minimise the amount of land
required to deliver and mitigate the delivery of the HS2 route.

Summary:

That a further criterion should be added to the policy confirming that the Council will expect HS2 to minimize the
amount of land required to deliver and mitigate the delivery of the HS2 route.

Change to Plan

Add a further criterion to Policy T2 confirming that the Council will expect HS2 to minimise the amount of land required
to deliver and mitigate the delivery of the HS2 route.
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Full Text:

N/A

Oxfordshire County Councils' Response to the Pre-submission Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Overall Position:
1. Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) supports Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) in its aim of adopting a new
Local Plan and is supportive of the scale of growth being planned for.
2. However, we have some concerns that the draft VALP as currently written would be unsound in relation to the
provision for supporting transport infrastructure. At this stage, we are not satisfied that:
i. The impacts of proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale on the highway network within Oxfordshire have been fully
assessed, taking account of already planned and proposed growth within Oxfordshire and the infrastructure options
being planned to support it;
ii. Necessary mitigation measures have been identified and costed; and
iii. Funding will be forthcoming when needed to deliver the infrastructure matched to the proposed growth.
3. We reiterate our willingness to be involved in additional work, the outcome of which is likely to require amendments
to local plan policy and/or text and additions to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).
4. We would be pleased to be party to a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between AVDC, Buckinghamshire
County Council (BCC), Oxfordshire County Council and Cherwell District Council which sets out how the councils will
collaborate on a programme of transport work, including consideration of the A41 corridor as a priority. We are also
willing to be party to a separate MoU between AVDC, BCC, OCC, South Oxfordshire District Council and Wycombe
District Council setting out how impacts of planned growth within Buckinghamshire on the highway network within
South Oxfordshire have been assessed and how necessary mitigation measures will be funded and delivered.
5. We will continue to work with Aylesbury Vale on National Infrastructure projects of joint interest, namely East-West
Rail and the Oxford -Cambridge Expressway.
Proposed Scale and Distribution of Growth:
6. OCC supports the draft VALP in seeking to accommodate the district's own identified housing needs in full and make
provision for unmet needs from other Buckinghamshire districts. This will result in unmet need being provided for within
the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) so it will not be necessary to look outside to Oxfordshire.
7. We also have no objection in principle to the significant scale of employment land supply identified within the district.
The surplus land will help make up shortfalls in neighbouring Buckinghamshire authorities and provide sufficient
employment land for the wider Functional Economic Market Area. This will help to grow the sub-regional economy,
helping to enhance the reputation of the southern end of the Oxford-Cambridge corridor as an attractive place to invest.
8. We support in principle the spatial strategy which is based on focusing growth and investment primarily at Aylesbury
where it can take advantage of East-West Rail, with further strategic development sites at Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, provided that the impacts of proposed growth on the Oxfordshire highway network are fully
assessed and the VALP contains policies and proposals to deliver necessary mitigation measures
Implications of Strategic Transport Infrastructure Proposed for the Oxford-Cambridge Corridor:
9. We support draft policy T2 which seeks to ensure that new development does not prejudice the implementation of
East West rail project, including new stations and twin tracking to the south of Aylesbury. Closing the gap between
Aylesbury and Princes Risborough will increase the viability of East West Rail by improving north-south connectivity
and provide potential opportunities for future growth
10. We also support policy T3 which sets out AVDC's support for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, which will open
opportunities for growth as outlined in the recent NIC report ,and commits to protecting the scheme route once it is
agreed and further information is available. We agree that the implications of the route should be taken into account in
an early review of the Plan.
11. OCC will continue to work with AVDC and other partners on priority infrastructure projects to improve connectivity
across the Oxford - Cambridge corridor, and to collaborate in developing a long term vision for Oxford-Cambridge arc.
Local Transport Infrastructure:
12. It is essential that there is a full understanding of the transport infrastructure required to support the VALP
development proposals, including within surrounding areas and the local plan contains effective policies to deliver
necessary infrastructure schemes. It is disappointing that to date very little work on cross-boundary transport impacts
has been undertaken. However, it is encouraging that a programme of additional work has recently been agreed in
principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding.
A41 Corridor
14. The A41 is the main east-west route through Aylesbury, connecting to Bicester and providing indirect access to the
M40 via the A34. In our response to consultation at the VALP Preferred Options stage, OCC requested that it be invited
to work with AVDC and Buckinghamshire Councils under the duty to cooperate as the Local Plan evidence base is
developed, to ensure that transport work takes account of significant growth proposals within Oxfordshire and the
strategic infrastructure schemes identified or being explored to support it, particularly growth at Bicester and Thame.
However, we have not been involved in modelling and related transport discussions and are concerned that insufficient
attention has been paid to our comments submitted in response to consultation on the Aylesbury and Buckingham
Transport Strategies.
15. It is not clear what assumptions have been included in the Buckinghamshire Transport modelling work 3 for
planned growth at Bicester Garden Town and the strategic infrastructure options being explored to support it. The
impact on the A41 corridor of growth generated by development proposals in the VALP will change depending on the
transport scenarios tested e.g. with Bicester South East Perimeter Road and Eastern perimeter route dualling. We
would be pleased to provide more information on these schemes, as set out in our Local Transport Plan 2015-2031 and
2017 Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy (OxIS).
16. Further work is needed for the A41 corridor to provide more detailed analysis of the various scenarios in the
Bicester area to assess the impact of VALP growth within Cherwell. A transport strategy for mitigating impacts on the
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A41 in the vicinity of Bicester will need to be developed and referenced in the VALP and accompanying IDP; this
should include the phasing and funding of necessary transport improvements.
A418 corridor/Thame Roundabout
17. OCC also has concerns about the capacity of the A418 from Aylesbury which links through to the M40 and A40
through Oxfordshire. In particular, that increased cross-boundary traffic flows generated by growth proposed at
Haddenham (now 315 new homes) in combination with growth planned at Thame in South Oxfordshire and at Princes
Risborough in Wycombe District would have unacceptable impacts on the Oxfordshire highway network, particularly at
the A418 and A4129 roundabout on the edge of Thame. There are no references in the draft VALP and IDP to transport
mitigation measures within Oxfordshire.
18. The draft Plan states that Haddenham is two miles from Thame which has a wider range of shops and services.
Thame also offers employment opportunities and has the closest secondary school to Haddenham. It is therefore
essential that sustainable modes of travel between Haddenham and Thame are also evaluated and improved to
provide more opportunities for alternatives to car travel and minimise the impact on the Oxfordshire road network.
19. We understand that BCC modelling results to date show there is an issue at Thame roundabout resulting from
proposed development in Aylesbury and Haddenham. One area of work that needs to be addressed is what sort of
scheme may be needed at the roundabout, what the cost is and how it is to be funded - the issue of how mitigation
measures are identified, costed and funded needs to be resolved. This requires additional work which should be
undertaken jointly, so we welcome the proposals for an early review and wish to be involved.
Soundness Issue: Further work is required on the transport and infrastructure evidence supporting the draft VALP, the
outcome of which is likely to require amendments to the draft plan and IDP to set out necessary transport mitigation
measures within Oxfordshire and how they are to be funded.
Education provision:
20. There is significant movement of pupils across the Oxfordshire-Aylesbury Vale boundary, especially at secondary
level. Some Aylesbury Vale villages lie within the designated areas of Oxfordshire schools such as Lord Williams's
School in
Thame and Wheatley Park School and families in many other settlements, especially Haddenham, choose Oxfordshire
schools.
21. The IDP sets out proposals for new and expanded schools in Aylesbury Vale. The scale of expansion appears
broadly in line with the expected population growth. Continued liaison between AVDC, Buckinghamshire County
Council and OCC will be necessary to monitor the supply of, and demand for, school places on both sides of the county
boundary, and in particular regarding the phasing of school capacity expansion.
Detailed comments on the current Proposed-Submission Document
Main document:
22. Para 7.4 'Buckinghamshire County-wide Traffic Model Phase 3' states "a third phase of modelling focused on
producing the revised Local Plan development scenario. In addition a set of mitigation schemes were tested in order to
try and mitigate any impacts arising from the Local Plan development in terms of increased congestion and travel time.
The model also considered traffic flows on strategic routes outside of the county." However, it is not clear how traffic
flows on strategic routes outside of the county were considered.
23. Policy T1: 'Delivering the sustainable transport vision' does not mention OCC as a partner and lacks detail about
the schemes or evidence base.
24. Policy T6 Cycle routes - refers to county-wide and local strategies but does not appear to consider cross-boundary
opportunities.
Duty to Cooperate Paper:
25. The Duty to Cooperate paper confirms that no transport evidence base has been obtained from Oxfordshire County
Council. Whilst OCC is listed as a strategic partner in the document, reference to OCC is absent from the transport
action (section 4) to undertake countywide transport modelling in order to identify cross-boundary impacts of growth
and assess strategic mitigation.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
26. In the Buckingham Transport Strategy at para 4.31, "Promotion of Bicester North railway station as a means of
accessing London" is listed as a key infrastructure investment. It is unclear whether the traffic impact of this has been
assessed, or how this is changing with the development of EWR and Winslow Station.
27. Para 4.35 the IDP refers to Primary Public Transport Corridors (PPTCs) including the A41 Bicester Road. At
Appendix A 1.3 Transport and Highways - Long Term 2023-2033, the following scheme is listed although OCC
understands this would not extend into Oxfordshire and would only cover the immediate vicinity around Aylesbury. Our
preference would be for a joined up solution to this corridor:
Public Transport
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Priority Public Transport Corridor A41 Bicester Road
BCC
£7m
Developer Contributio-ns
Initial Works by 2020 Long Term by 2033
To be implemented once relevant link roads are in place therefore more capacity
Necessary
Transport Modelling and Further Work to be Undertaken:
28. Following the cross-boundary transport impacts meeting on 04/12/17, OCC understands that Buckinghamshire
County Council have used a Jacobs Vissim Model which uses the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA) and the National Trip End Model (NTEM) for growth assumptions. Based on discussions at the
meeting, it is understood that despite the proposed growth at Aylesbury and Haddenham, modelling carried out so far
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has identified no significant impact on cross boundary links on the A41, albeit a slight increase on the A41 between
M40 junction 9 and Esso roundabout (Oxford Road junction) compared to the 'Do Minimum'. Consequently, no
mitigation is proposed for the A41 in the vicinity of Bicester. If this is the case, OCC question the modelling results and
maintain that there is likely to be a need for the plan to require the proposed allocations to fund mitigation measures
within Oxfordshire.
29. Assumptions used for the modelling undertaken to date have not yet been provided, neither has evidence that local
plan growth at Bicester and elsewhere in Cherwell has been fully taken into account. OCC's updated Bicester SATURN
model will have more fine grain detail in that area. The impact on the A41 will also change depending on the transport
infrastructure scenarios that will need to be tested i.e. the South East Perimeter Road and Eastern Perimeter Road
dualling. Further discussions need to be held with OCC regarding this.
30. It is encouraging that following the cross-border transport impacts meeting, a programme of additional work has
been agreed in principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale,
Cherwell, Buckinghamshire CC, and OCC. The work programme will focus on the A41 corridor and involve more
detailed analysis on junctions including with Ploughley Road, Pioneer Road (SE Perimeter Road) and Esso
Roundabout. OCC have committed to providing a summary of the modelling work it has undertaken/been involved with
in the area. In addition, the employment development at Silverstone may require further assessment of the A43.
Public Transport and Active Travel
31. Aylesbury and Oxford are connected via the Strategic 280 Bus route: The aim is for this 280 to operate at premium
route frequency - four buses per hour. Between Thame and Oxford this has already been achieved, with three per hour
between Aylesbury and Thame - development in Haddenham could provide the opportunity and funding to increase the
frequency to four on this section.
32. The Haddenham to Thame cycle path is a long established aspiration and OCC is currently doing some work on
land negotiations with Sustrans for the path in order to determine a route. BCC has already secured contributions from
three
sites, but it is unlikely any substantial further work on the route can happen until complete funding is secure. Further
contributions would therefore be welcome.
Summary:

We support draft policy T2 which seeks to ensure that new development does not prejudice the implementation of East
West rail project, including new stations and twin tracking to the south of Aylesbury. Closing the gap between Aylesbury
and Princes Risborough will increase the viability of East West Rail by improving north-south connectivity and provide
potential opportunities for future growth
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Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Hartwell House strongly object to the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
(southern route) insofar as it may affect there landowning interests and impacts on the historic landscape on the southwest side of Aylesbury Town

Summary:

The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Hartwell House strongly object to the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway
(southern route) insofar as it may affect there landowning interests and impacts on the historic landscape on the southwest side of Aylesbury Town

Change to Plan

The various options for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway scheme will need to be a matter for consideration as part of
the Local Plan process
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Whaddon PC supports this policy. Whilst it is absolutely right to protect the finally chosen route of the OxfordCambridge Expressway, it must also be equally important to ensure that any new future major development proposals
or sites for new settlements support this new strategic highway route, and are located - if possible - in adjacent areas
so that such development can rightly contribute towards the funding of the road, ensuring it's early construction. This
sustainable thinking should be written in the plan at this stage, ensuring that it is relevant in any early review of this plan.

Summary:

Whaddon PC supports this policy. Whilst it is absolutely right to protect the finally chosen route of the OxfordCambridge Expressway, it must also be equally important to ensure that any new future major development proposals
or sites for new settlements support this new strategic highway route, and are located - if possible - in adjacent areas
so that such development can rightly contribute towards the funding of the road, ensuring it's early construction. This
sustainable thinking should be written in the plan at this stage, ensuring that it is relevant in any early review of this plan.
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Respondent: Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd [32109]

Agent:

Full Text:

Planning Prospects (Mr Chris Dodds) [32108]

See attachments
Policy S2 sets out the Spatial Strategy for growth in Aylesbury Vale over the emerging Plan Period (2013 to 2033) and
says that the VALP will provide for 27,400 new homes during that period. Policy S2 is followed by Table 1 which sets
out that the Allocations put forward in teh draft VALP amount to 12,997, which when added to commitments in the
Sitrict will result in provision of 28,830 new homes during the plan period. This represents a buffer of 5.2% over the
total housing requirements put forward in the VALP.
Not with standing our concerns over the level of housing growth put forward in the VALP (subject to a separate
response form) we do not consider that a 5.2% buffer gives sufficient flexibility should the sites identified by the Council
not deliver at the rate or density anticipated in the Plan or even should they fail to deliver at all. This is particularly
concerning where the VALP includes a number of large strategic allocations which are subject to significant delivery
constraints such as major infrastructure requirements (including being linked to delivery of HS2).
Paragraph 3.79 of the draft VALP sets out that in the four years of the Plan period that have occurred to date (i.e 2013
to 2017) delivery in those years has cumulatively fallen short of the annual delivery target. this means that there is
already a pent-up shortfall in delivery in Aylesbury Vale in the Plan period and the %.2% buffer has already been eaten
into during its early years, thereby reducing the flexibility further going forward.
Paragraph 3.80 acknowledge that achieving the level of housing delivery set out in the VALP is ambitious and will be a
significant increase on past rates. With this in mind, we consider it necessary to identify additional allocations to
provide a greater buffer and provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that the homes required in Aylesbury Vale are
delivered in the Plan period.
Our concerns are exacerbated if (as we consider it should be) a higher OAN is considered and the level of housing
growth is increased as a result.
With the above in mind, we do not consider that the Plan as currently drafted is positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with National Policy as it will not deliver the homes required in Winslow or the District or indeed the winder
HMA.

Summary:

Comment on T3 and para 7.19 - The Oxford Cambridge Expressway is a key infrastructure project of vital importance
to the District, and it delivery will impact on the deliverability of growth required in Aylesbury Vale during the VALP
period.
The central options represents the preferred option and will bring most benefit to the District as a whole. The central
route option should therefore be agreed through the VALP now.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

Policy T3 should include the central route option for the proposed Oxford Cambridge Expressway as the preferred
choice for Aylesbury Vale.
Legal?
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Attachments:
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Expressway PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 Stage 2 Advocacy Document v2 OCR.pdf
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - WIN001 PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Winslow PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - New Settlement PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - Buffer PDF.PDF
Amarillo Ltd & Scandale Ltd 32109 VALP Submission Response Form - OAN PDF.PDF
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Respondent: O&H Properties Ltd. [32236]
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David Lock Associates (Heather Pugh) [29341]

Full Text:

O&H noted and supported the recognition within the Draft VALP (Summer 2016) Plan of the importance of East-West
Rail and the O2C Expressway which was reflected by former Draft Policy S6: Protected Transport Schemes.
It is noted that this policy has been replaced by Policy T2 (Protected Transport Schemes) and Policy T3 (Supporting
Transport Schemes). Whilst O&H supports the proposed protection to be given to ensure that strategic infrastructure
projects are not prejudiced by other developments being brought forward, it has concerns regarding the lack of
protection for the proposed Expressway.
The Proposed Submission Version (Policy T2) fails to provide sufficient protection for the route of the Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway in the current plan once adopted. O&H is concerned that the reliance on a local plan review to
provide protection for the route has removed any such protection in the Proposed Submission Plan. Under the
Proposed Submission Plan, should a proposed allocation encroach on the route (once defined), there is no clear policy
protection against development that could jeopardise the delivery of the strategic infrastructure.
It is on this basis that O&H considers that Policy T3 should be amended to ensure that it is sound. The following
amendments are sought:
* Wording of T3 to be amended to make it clear that the strategic importance of safeguarding and delivering the
Expressway overrides proposed allocations (reflecting that set out in para 7.11), and that in the event that an allocation
has the potential to encroach on the proposed route that allocation will be reviewed to ensure that it does not hinder the
delivery of the Expressway
*Amendment of the last sentence of T3 to read "The scheme is supported by the Council and once the agreed route is
confirmed and further information is made available the scheme route will be protected in any review to the VALP and
subsequent local plan review".
*Once a route has been confirmed Policy T3 (or a separate strategic plan policy) should commit Aylesbury Vale to
review the direction of growth to make effective use of the infrastructure to be provided (reflecting Government's
position outlined within the Housing White Paper1)
*Policy T3 (and Policy S9 on Neighbourhood Plans) should be amended to include a requirement for Neighbourhood
Plans to take account of and accommodate proposed (and committed) strategic infrastructure (East-West Rail and
Expressway) to ensure that Plans do not inadvertently or deliberately frustrate or prejudice the delivery of such
infrastructure.
It is recognised that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) has now been published, and this recognises that a preferred
route for the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway is likely to be selected by the end of 2018. When considered in parallel
with the Local Plan timetable, it is likely that the Examination will overlap with the route selection and therefore the Plan
should place greater emphasis in protecting this route, and seeking to use such strategic infrastructure to facilitate a
complementary growth strategy.
It is also noted that the IDP refers to a new Bletchley Bypass (a new link road linking the A421 and A4146). This route
is defined as "necessary" and that the delivery parties would be expected to be led by developers and Milton Keynes
Council.
Despite this, the proposed Submission Plan makes no provision in policy terms for supporting such a route, or for route
options/selection to be determined as part of joint working between AVDC and MKC.
As a landowner of significant landholdings south west of Milton Keynes, O&H are keen to engage positively with the
Councils to facilitate development of the Bletchley Bypass link road. However, we are concerned by the failure of
Aylesbury Vale to make adequate commitment to its delivery, or to seek the identification (or safeguarding) of a route
for infrastructure deemed as "necessary" in the IDP. Furthermore, the VALP makes no reference to the ability of new
growth to enable the provision of this infrastructure (despite developers and MKC being listed as the delivery agencies).
The O&H representations made to the Draft VALP in September 2016 included a demonstration of the way in which an
effective new road link could form part of the Bletchley Bypass around the village of Newton Longville and be delivered
by the private sector as part of appropriately-scaled development adjacent to the eastern edge of the village. The
Council has not responded to this proposition, despite a number of sites around Newton Longville being identified,
included and withdrawn at various stages of both the VALP and the emerging Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan
over the last 12-24 months. O&H reiterate our willingness to engage with both AVDC and Newton Longville Parish
Council in order to deliver this element of 'necessary' identified infrastructure.
In the absence of any policy drafting which allows for effective consideration and delivery of integrated growth and
infrastructure, O&H consider that the Policy T2 & T3 (as well as S2) of the Submission Version fail to meet the test of
soundness, namely by failing to be effective (no mechanism to promote or encourage deliverability of key
infrastructure) or positively prepared (in providing a strategy that seeks to deliver objectives of the local plan and IDP coordinated growth and infrastructure requirements).

Summary:

T3 should be amended to make it clear that the strategic importance of safeguarding and delivering the Expressway
overrides proposed allocations, and that in the event that an allocation might encroach on the proposed route, that
allocation will be reviewed. Final sentence of T3 to include 'and subsequent local plan review' at the end. A policy
should be included to commit to reviewing the distribution of growth to make use of strategic infrastructure.

Change to Plan

Please see full representation above, and:
Amendment and alterations to Policies T2 and T3
Make policy provision for infrastructure deemed necessary within IDP
Insert clear policy protection for delivery strategic infrastructure
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]
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Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

There should be protection afforded to possible routes, which can be lifted as appropriate once a final decision is
reached. The allocation of BUC046 may in fact have an impact on the potential route as BTS Figure 7.4 gives an
indicative route for a southern A421 by-pass for Buckingham.
It is submitted that it is not sound to adopt a "do nothing approach" in the face of such a major central government
infrastructure plan, and that proactive protection should be given to likely areas for the three routes within the district
until such time as the route emerges.
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Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
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N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

There should be protection afforded to possible routes, which can be lifted as appropriate once a final decision is
reached. The allocation of BUC046 may in fact have an impact on the potential route as BTS Figure 7.4 gives an
indicative route for a southern A421 by-pass for Buckingham.
It is submitted that it is not sound to adopt a "do nothing approach" in the face of such a major central government
infrastructure plan, and that proactive protection should be given to likely areas for the three routes within the district
until such time as the route emerges.
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Respondent: Oxfordshire County Council (John Disley) [32402]
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Full Text:

N/A

Oxfordshire County Councils' Response to the Pre-submission Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Overall Position:
1. Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) supports Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) in its aim of adopting a new
Local Plan and is supportive of the scale of growth being planned for.
2. However, we have some concerns that the draft VALP as currently written would be unsound in relation to the
provision for supporting transport infrastructure. At this stage, we are not satisfied that:
i. The impacts of proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale on the highway network within Oxfordshire have been fully
assessed, taking account of already planned and proposed growth within Oxfordshire and the infrastructure options
being planned to support it;
ii. Necessary mitigation measures have been identified and costed; and
iii. Funding will be forthcoming when needed to deliver the infrastructure matched to the proposed growth.
3. We reiterate our willingness to be involved in additional work, the outcome of which is likely to require amendments
to local plan policy and/or text and additions to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).
4. We would be pleased to be party to a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between AVDC, Buckinghamshire
County Council (BCC), Oxfordshire County Council and Cherwell District Council which sets out how the councils will
collaborate on a programme of transport work, including consideration of the A41 corridor as a priority. We are also
willing to be party to a separate MoU between AVDC, BCC, OCC, South Oxfordshire District Council and Wycombe
District Council setting out how impacts of planned growth within Buckinghamshire on the highway network within
South Oxfordshire have been assessed and how necessary mitigation measures will be funded and delivered.
5. We will continue to work with Aylesbury Vale on National Infrastructure projects of joint interest, namely East-West
Rail and the Oxford -Cambridge Expressway.
Proposed Scale and Distribution of Growth:
6. OCC supports the draft VALP in seeking to accommodate the district's own identified housing needs in full and make
provision for unmet needs from other Buckinghamshire districts. This will result in unmet need being provided for within
the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) so it will not be necessary to look outside to Oxfordshire.
7. We also have no objection in principle to the significant scale of employment land supply identified within the district.
The surplus land will help make up shortfalls in neighbouring Buckinghamshire authorities and provide sufficient
employment land for the wider Functional Economic Market Area. This will help to grow the sub-regional economy,
helping to enhance the reputation of the southern end of the Oxford-Cambridge corridor as an attractive place to invest.
8. We support in principle the spatial strategy which is based on focusing growth and investment primarily at Aylesbury
where it can take advantage of East-West Rail, with further strategic development sites at Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, provided that the impacts of proposed growth on the Oxfordshire highway network are fully
assessed and the VALP contains policies and proposals to deliver necessary mitigation measures
Implications of Strategic Transport Infrastructure Proposed for the Oxford-Cambridge Corridor:
9. We support draft policy T2 which seeks to ensure that new development does not prejudice the implementation of
East West rail project, including new stations and twin tracking to the south of Aylesbury. Closing the gap between
Aylesbury and Princes Risborough will increase the viability of East West Rail by improving north-south connectivity
and provide potential opportunities for future growth
10. We also support policy T3 which sets out AVDC's support for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, which will open
opportunities for growth as outlined in the recent NIC report ,and commits to protecting the scheme route once it is
agreed and further information is available. We agree that the implications of the route should be taken into account in
an early review of the Plan.
11. OCC will continue to work with AVDC and other partners on priority infrastructure projects to improve connectivity
across the Oxford - Cambridge corridor, and to collaborate in developing a long term vision for Oxford-Cambridge arc.
Local Transport Infrastructure:
12. It is essential that there is a full understanding of the transport infrastructure required to support the VALP
development proposals, including within surrounding areas and the local plan contains effective policies to deliver
necessary infrastructure schemes. It is disappointing that to date very little work on cross-boundary transport impacts
has been undertaken. However, it is encouraging that a programme of additional work has recently been agreed in
principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding.
A41 Corridor
14. The A41 is the main east-west route through Aylesbury, connecting to Bicester and providing indirect access to the
M40 via the A34. In our response to consultation at the VALP Preferred Options stage, OCC requested that it be invited
to work with AVDC and Buckinghamshire Councils under the duty to cooperate as the Local Plan evidence base is
developed, to ensure that transport work takes account of significant growth proposals within Oxfordshire and the
strategic infrastructure schemes identified or being explored to support it, particularly growth at Bicester and Thame.
However, we have not been involved in modelling and related transport discussions and are concerned that insufficient
attention has been paid to our comments submitted in response to consultation on the Aylesbury and Buckingham
Transport Strategies.
15. It is not clear what assumptions have been included in the Buckinghamshire Transport modelling work 3 for
planned growth at Bicester Garden Town and the strategic infrastructure options being explored to support it. The
impact on the A41 corridor of growth generated by development proposals in the VALP will change depending on the
transport scenarios tested e.g. with Bicester South East Perimeter Road and Eastern perimeter route dualling. We
would be pleased to provide more information on these schemes, as set out in our Local Transport Plan 2015-2031 and
2017 Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy (OxIS).
16. Further work is needed for the A41 corridor to provide more detailed analysis of the various scenarios in the
Bicester area to assess the impact of VALP growth within Cherwell. A transport strategy for mitigating impacts on the
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A41 in the vicinity of Bicester will need to be developed and referenced in the VALP and accompanying IDP; this
should include the phasing and funding of necessary transport improvements.
A418 corridor/Thame Roundabout
17. OCC also has concerns about the capacity of the A418 from Aylesbury which links through to the M40 and A40
through Oxfordshire. In particular, that increased cross-boundary traffic flows generated by growth proposed at
Haddenham (now 315 new homes) in combination with growth planned at Thame in South Oxfordshire and at Princes
Risborough in Wycombe District would have unacceptable impacts on the Oxfordshire highway network, particularly at
the A418 and A4129 roundabout on the edge of Thame. There are no references in the draft VALP and IDP to transport
mitigation measures within Oxfordshire.
18. The draft Plan states that Haddenham is two miles from Thame which has a wider range of shops and services.
Thame also offers employment opportunities and has the closest secondary school to Haddenham. It is therefore
essential that sustainable modes of travel between Haddenham and Thame are also evaluated and improved to
provide more opportunities for alternatives to car travel and minimise the impact on the Oxfordshire road network.
19. We understand that BCC modelling results to date show there is an issue at Thame roundabout resulting from
proposed development in Aylesbury and Haddenham. One area of work that needs to be addressed is what sort of
scheme may be needed at the roundabout, what the cost is and how it is to be funded - the issue of how mitigation
measures are identified, costed and funded needs to be resolved. This requires additional work which should be
undertaken jointly, so we welcome the proposals for an early review and wish to be involved.
Soundness Issue: Further work is required on the transport and infrastructure evidence supporting the draft VALP, the
outcome of which is likely to require amendments to the draft plan and IDP to set out necessary transport mitigation
measures within Oxfordshire and how they are to be funded.
Education provision:
20. There is significant movement of pupils across the Oxfordshire-Aylesbury Vale boundary, especially at secondary
level. Some Aylesbury Vale villages lie within the designated areas of Oxfordshire schools such as Lord Williams's
School in
Thame and Wheatley Park School and families in many other settlements, especially Haddenham, choose Oxfordshire
schools.
21. The IDP sets out proposals for new and expanded schools in Aylesbury Vale. The scale of expansion appears
broadly in line with the expected population growth. Continued liaison between AVDC, Buckinghamshire County
Council and OCC will be necessary to monitor the supply of, and demand for, school places on both sides of the county
boundary, and in particular regarding the phasing of school capacity expansion.
Detailed comments on the current Proposed-Submission Document
Main document:
22. Para 7.4 'Buckinghamshire County-wide Traffic Model Phase 3' states "a third phase of modelling focused on
producing the revised Local Plan development scenario. In addition a set of mitigation schemes were tested in order to
try and mitigate any impacts arising from the Local Plan development in terms of increased congestion and travel time.
The model also considered traffic flows on strategic routes outside of the county." However, it is not clear how traffic
flows on strategic routes outside of the county were considered.
23. Policy T1: 'Delivering the sustainable transport vision' does not mention OCC as a partner and lacks detail about
the schemes or evidence base.
24. Policy T6 Cycle routes - refers to county-wide and local strategies but does not appear to consider cross-boundary
opportunities.
Duty to Cooperate Paper:
25. The Duty to Cooperate paper confirms that no transport evidence base has been obtained from Oxfordshire County
Council. Whilst OCC is listed as a strategic partner in the document, reference to OCC is absent from the transport
action (section 4) to undertake countywide transport modelling in order to identify cross-boundary impacts of growth
and assess strategic mitigation.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
26. In the Buckingham Transport Strategy at para 4.31, "Promotion of Bicester North railway station as a means of
accessing London" is listed as a key infrastructure investment. It is unclear whether the traffic impact of this has been
assessed, or how this is changing with the development of EWR and Winslow Station.
27. Para 4.35 the IDP refers to Primary Public Transport Corridors (PPTCs) including the A41 Bicester Road. At
Appendix A 1.3 Transport and Highways - Long Term 2023-2033, the following scheme is listed although OCC
understands this would not extend into Oxfordshire and would only cover the immediate vicinity around Aylesbury. Our
preference would be for a joined up solution to this corridor:
Public Transport
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Priority Public Transport Corridor A41 Bicester Road
BCC
£7m
Developer Contributio-ns
Initial Works by 2020 Long Term by 2033
To be implemented once relevant link roads are in place therefore more capacity
Necessary
Transport Modelling and Further Work to be Undertaken:
28. Following the cross-boundary transport impacts meeting on 04/12/17, OCC understands that Buckinghamshire
County Council have used a Jacobs Vissim Model which uses the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA) and the National Trip End Model (NTEM) for growth assumptions. Based on discussions at the
meeting, it is understood that despite the proposed growth at Aylesbury and Haddenham, modelling carried out so far
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has identified no significant impact on cross boundary links on the A41, albeit a slight increase on the A41 between
M40 junction 9 and Esso roundabout (Oxford Road junction) compared to the 'Do Minimum'. Consequently, no
mitigation is proposed for the A41 in the vicinity of Bicester. If this is the case, OCC question the modelling results and
maintain that there is likely to be a need for the plan to require the proposed allocations to fund mitigation measures
within Oxfordshire.
29. Assumptions used for the modelling undertaken to date have not yet been provided, neither has evidence that local
plan growth at Bicester and elsewhere in Cherwell has been fully taken into account. OCC's updated Bicester SATURN
model will have more fine grain detail in that area. The impact on the A41 will also change depending on the transport
infrastructure scenarios that will need to be tested i.e. the South East Perimeter Road and Eastern Perimeter Road
dualling. Further discussions need to be held with OCC regarding this.
30. It is encouraging that following the cross-border transport impacts meeting, a programme of additional work has
been agreed in principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale,
Cherwell, Buckinghamshire CC, and OCC. The work programme will focus on the A41 corridor and involve more
detailed analysis on junctions including with Ploughley Road, Pioneer Road (SE Perimeter Road) and Esso
Roundabout. OCC have committed to providing a summary of the modelling work it has undertaken/been involved with
in the area. In addition, the employment development at Silverstone may require further assessment of the A43.
Public Transport and Active Travel
31. Aylesbury and Oxford are connected via the Strategic 280 Bus route: The aim is for this 280 to operate at premium
route frequency - four buses per hour. Between Thame and Oxford this has already been achieved, with three per hour
between Aylesbury and Thame - development in Haddenham could provide the opportunity and funding to increase the
frequency to four on this section.
32. The Haddenham to Thame cycle path is a long established aspiration and OCC is currently doing some work on
land negotiations with Sustrans for the path in order to determine a route. BCC has already secured contributions from
three
sites, but it is unlikely any substantial further work on the route can happen until complete funding is secure. Further
contributions would therefore be welcome.
Summary:

We also support policy T3 which sets out AVDC's support for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, which will open
opportunities for growth as outlined in the recent NIC report ,and commits to protecting the scheme route once it is
agreed and further information is available. We agree that the implications of the route should be taken into account in
an early review of the Plan
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T4 Delivering transport in new development

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

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Policy T4 - Delivering Transport in New Development.
Whilst WPC are reluctant supporters of Salden Chase (NLV001) - see para 4.111 above, However, WPC are fully
supportive of this policy which seeks to provide mitigation against any unacceptable transport impacts which arise
directly from specific developments. This is crucial to ensure that local residents are given protection against the extra
traffic generated by nearby major development proposals, whether this is by regular 'rat-running' or simple increased
traffic movements. Such mitigation should be agreed before consent is granted for any development and secured by
way of condition, as is it often impossible to negotiate required safety improvements after the consent has been
approved. In the case of Whaddon village, residents will benefit from a 20mph variable speed limit outside the school,
and the installation of highway kerbing to the village entrance and narrowing feature where none exists at present, once
the Salden Chase development commences. WPC suggests that policy T4 is strengthened to ensure such
improvements are secured by condition before planning approval is granted.

Summary:

Whaddon PC comments on providing mitigation against any unacceptable transport impacts which arise directly from
specific developments, and how and when such measures should be negotiated.
officer Note: Reassigned from 7.4 to T4 for relevance
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T4 Delivering transport in new development

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Does not apply the policy test set out in the NPPF - that cumulative impacts must be severe.
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T4 Delivering transport in new development

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG welcomes the encouragement given to improved local public transport
services, and community transport initiatives, as these must form part of the solution
to traffic congestion. It looks to develop its own policies on community transport
based on the public feedback received.
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]
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Full Text:

This is an excellent development as people who need cars as they work in places not accessible by public transport,
will be able to park them on their own land!!

Summary:

This is an excellent development as people who need cars as they work in places not accessible by public transport,
will be able to park them on their own land!!
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Full Text:

I would go further and require sufficient on plot parking (not including the garage) for the maximum possible car
requirement (including visitors).
The road is not a parking area it is for transport.

Summary:

I would go further and require sufficient on plot parking (not including the garage) for the maximum possible car
requirement (including visitors).
The road is not a parking area it is for transport.
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INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Summary:

7.27

Supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and adequate on-street
parking. Major concerns regarding transport links and road network shortcomings.
Traffic will only be made worse by the Halton development. Mitigation requires a traffic management plan.
Traffic caused by HS2 construction is likely to peak during Halton development.
Not enough parking in Wendover. Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's
existing parking problems as well as develop for future need.
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Full Text:

the minimum size must allow for household good storage and a large car.
Subsequent changes from garage to living area should not be allowed

Summary:

the minimum size must allow for household good storage and a large car.
Subsequent changes from garage to living area should not be allowed
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Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]
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Full Text:

This policy should be amended to incorporate the gist of the first paragraph of Policy AY21 of the 2004 Local Plan (i.e.
that within Aylesbury Inner Relief Road on-site parking provision for all new development proposals will be restricted to
that required for the operational needs of the business or land use) and make it clear that the provision of public
parking (both on and off-street) should give priority to the disabled, residents of homes within the Inner Relief Road
and the customers of town centre uses. Employees of town centre uses should generally be encouraged to walk, cycle
or use public transport for journeys to and from work whenever possible.

Summary:

Parking provision limitations within the Inner Relief Road according to Policy AY21 of the 2004 Local Plan are needed

Change to Plan

Add the following after sub-paragraph b in Policy T5:c. The need to restrict on-site parking provision associated with all development proposals within Aylesbury Inner Relief
Road, other than food superstores and bulky good retail warehousing, to that required for the operational needs of the
business or land use.
Add footnote defining "operational need" (see paragraph 5.103 of Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan January 2004)
Add the following after the 3rd paragraph in Policy T5:In public on-street and off-street parking within the Aylesbury Inner Relief Road priority will be given to use by disabled
drivers, residents of homes in that area and the customers of town centre businesses. Employees of town centre
businesses will generally be encouraged to walk, cycle or use public transport for journeys to and from work whenever
possible.
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Full Text:

Wendover currently has a critical parking problem which needs to be resolved now. Any future development must
make parking an essential part of any infrastructure plan.

Summary:

Wendover currently has a critical parking problem which needs to be resolved now. Any future development must
make parking an essential part of any infrastructure plan.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Not Specified
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Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Wendover has been trying to resolve a long standing parking problem for many years. The current difficulties need to
be resolved before any future development is undertaken.

Summary:

Wendover has been trying to resolve a long standing parking problem for many years. The current difficulties need to
be resolved before any future development is undertaken.

It is imperative that any future development in the area makes parking a priority.

It is imperative that any future development in the area makes parking a priority.
Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
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Respondent: Mr David Child [30345]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

the availability of public transport should not included temporarily subsidized transport that is usually supported by
S106 funding

Summary:

the availability of public transport should not included temporarily subsidized transport that is usually supported by
S106 funding

Change to Plan
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Respondent: J & J Design (Mr John Shephard) [31693]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Representation on behalf of Brackley Fox Lane Gospel Hall Trust.
The NPPF advises that any additional development plan documents should only be used where clearly justified.
Supplementary planning documents should be used where they can help applicants make successful applications or
aid infrastructure delivery, and should not be used to add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development. SPD
is not subject to independent examination. The NPPF (paragraph 174) also advises that local planning authorities
should set out their policy on local standards in the Local Plan. At the recent Canterbury Local Plan Examination the
Inspector drew attention to the Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) of March 2015 (copy attached) which indicates that
local planning authorities should only impose local parking standards for residential and non-residential development
where there is clear and compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road network. The
Canterbury Local Plan was modified with a new appendix containing the appropriate advisory standards. The Inspector
concluded that Canterbury City Council had not shown that there was a case to impose standards across the District
that met the WMS tests.
We submit that the WMS advice has been reinforced by the recent case of William Davis Ltd v Charnwood Borough
Council [2017] EWHC 3006 (admin), where the Council sought to promote a Housing SPD, which the court found to be
a significant departure from the policies of the NPPF. We attach a copy of the caselaw report.

Summary:

The NPPF (paragraph 174) advises that local planning authorities should set out their policy on local standards in the
Local Plan.

Change to Plan

Introduce vehicle parking standards to Local Plan

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
[2017] EWHC 3006 (Admin) William Davis v Charnwood BC.pdf
WMS March 2015.pdf
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Respondent: Hertfordshire County Council (Mr Lewis Claridge)
[32186]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - Proposed Submission Consultation (Regulation 19)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above. The following is focused on comments from the Highways
service within the Environment Department of the County Council. There were no substantive comments from our other
services within the Department.
Context
Aylesbury, Aylesbury Vale District's main town, is located very close to the border with Hertfordshire. The A41 is the
main road link between Aylesbury and the Hertfordshire network, connecting to Hemel Hempstead and Watford, and
being a main route from Aylesbury to the wider strategic road network including the M25 and M1 towards London. The
B440 (recently reclassified) is another link between Hemel Hempstead and the east of Aylesbury Vale district. The 500
bus service operates between Aylesbury and Watford via Tring, Berkhamsted and Hemel Hempstead. Other bus
routes connect towns and villages on the Aylesbury Vale / Dacorum border area such as Pitstone, Tring, Wendover
and Aylesbury. Aylesbury is on the Chilterns Line to London Marylebone, so provides a link to the Chorleywood and
Rickmansworth. However the Hertfordshire towns of Tring, Berkhamsted, Hemel Hempstead, Kings Langley and
Watford are on the West Coast Mainline, which connects them to London Euston, Milton Keynes and the West
Midlands / Birmingham. There is no direct train link to Aylesbury.

Proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale
The VALP proposes a total 27,400 dwellings 2013-2033 in the district, the majority focused in Aylesbury, Buckingham,
Winslow, Wendover and Haddenham and adjacent to Milton Keynes. Aylesbury Vale is also accommodating some
unmet housing need from Wycombe and Chiltern & South Bucks. The Local Plan puts forward a vision for 'Aylesbury
Garden Town', which would effectively provide most of the district's housing growth along with employment
development and the enterprise zone. Around 16,400 homes are in the plan to 2033 in and around the edges of
Aylesbury.
We appreciate that following this settlement hierarchy and concentrating growth in the largest town is intended for
reasons of sustainability and being able to provide needed infrastructure and access to jobs for the growing population.
However, the location of Aylesbury close to the boundaries of Hertfordshire, the direct road links, and the close crossboundary connections and commuter flows between Aylesbury, south west Hertfordshire and Luton / Dunstable for
instance, means that there needs to be an understanding of the likely cross boundary, cumulative impacts on the
highway and transport networks of planned growth in all of these areas. Joint working with neighbouring LPAs and
LHAs to understand and address these challenges may be needed in some areas in particular.
Cumulative and Cross-boundary Impacts
We note the Cumulative Impact Assessment that has been undertaken and considers all of the development sites
around Aylesbury. However, we are concerned that it does not appear to consider impacts that may result outside of
the border of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. We also note the Aylesbury Transport Strategy commissioned by
Bucks County Council and that transport modelling work has been undertaken - again, we have some concerns about
how cross boundary impacts and cumulative growth is factored in.
There would be concern that the level of growth at Aylesbury, particularly on the eastern and southern edge, will worsen
traffic conditions on parts of the Hertfordshire network. HCC has a countywide transport model which is being used to
help support Hertfordshire's LPAs with their Local Plan development. A new run of the model is planned, which will
include AVDC's planned growth at Aylesbury to 2036 alongside expected growth in south west Herts. Bucks County
Council's modelling identifies traffic congestion issues on the A41 around Aylesbury in the peaks. HCC's existing
Countywide 'COMET' modelling to 2031 identifies M25 J20 and the A41 as an issue, and this will worsen with the
increased levels of growth planned (e.g. Hemel Hempstead, Aylesbury, Tring, Watford). Access onto the A41 at Tring
and Berkhamsted is also identified as an issue.
The developments around Aylesbury will add journeys travelling between the new developments and areas to the east
and south east in the Boroughs of Dacorum and Watford, and more journeys heading to the M25. Is the impact on
networks outside of Buckinghamshire accurately picked up in the VALP's transport evidence base? Are cumulative
impacts outside of Aylesbury Vale considered?
It should be noted that Dacorum Borough Council, Watford Borough Council, Three Rivers District Council and
Hertsmere Borough Council are all undertaking reviews of their Local Plans. The Strategic Housing Market
Assessment undertaken jointly for these authorities indicates a very substantial increase in the objectively assessed
housing need for these LPAs relative to the housing targets in their adopted Local Plans.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Aylesbury Transport Strategy proposals
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy puts forward transport improvements and mitigations to support the planned growth,
including series of link roads that would connect in to the proposed new developments around Aylesbury. The plans
infer that these are intended to spread traffic and reduce traffic through the town centre including on the congested
A41. We would have concerns about whether these link roads would increase demand and through traffic that would
adversely affect the Hertfordshire network.
We strongly agree that all the new link roads should be built to provide for cycling, walking and public transport from the
outset to aid connectivity and promote active and sustainable journeys.
The proposed policy T5 suggests a generous provision for car parking for new residential development. Much of the
proposed development is urban extension, some distance from public transport interchanges and proposed to be
served by new road networks that would connect to main routes e.g. A41 and A418. Even with improved provision for
walking, cycling and public transport, high levels of car use and demand are still likely. This does not seem to be
consistent with other stated policies e.g. S1 and T1 and the objectives of the Local Plan.
There is concern that the transport policies and proposals in the VALP and supporting ATS will perpetuate high levels
of car use and add to existing traffic and congestion issues on the Hertfordshire network.
The VALP and ATS propose a 'Primary Public Transport Corridor' on the A41 approaching central Aylesbury, providing
for buses, pedestrians and cyclists, but states this would be pursued only after the alternative road links are in place.
We would welcome introduction of bus priority measures on this route and elsewhere in the town that would make bus
journeys more attractive, including between Aylesbury and towns and villages in Hertfordshire. However, careful
thought must be put into when these measures will be delivered, firstly so that the opportunity to do so is not lost, but
also to try to avoid car dependent habits becoming established for the new communities.
Aylesbury, Aylesbury Parkway and Stoke Mandeville stations are on a different rail line to Tring, Berkhamsted, Hemel
Hempstead and Watford. This means there is no direct train option for people between Aylesbury and these towns.
Tring station may present an attractive option for people commuting to London from the east and south east of
Aylesbury Garden Town, offering better journey times. Access to all of the rail stations in the surrounding area (not just
the stations in Aylesbury Vale) by non-car modes therefore needs thinking about as part of the mitigation plans. Due to
the lack of a direct train link, there is also likely to be a high reliance on car journeys generally between Aylesbury and
the A41 / Grand Union Canal corridor towns, adding to existing traffic congestion at peak times.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy is proposing a possible P&R site off the A41 as well as bus priority measures on A41
Aston Clinton Road. Although this would be envisaged to help traffic in central Aylesbury and is positive for supporting
more sustainable travel options, traffic will be travelling to and from the P&R site via the A41 and other parts of the
Hertfordshire network, so contributing towards traffic and congestion issues. We would welcome more insight into
BCC's proposals so it can be considered and factored in to HCC's transport planning in a complementary way.
The Cumulative Impact Assessment and ATS mentions new cycle links to Tring from new developments to the east
and south-east. The Wendover Arm of the Grand Union Canal offers a good active travel link between Aylesbury and
Tring. The main canal connects to Leighton Buzzard and Milton Keynes. Improvements to this route and to improve
connections to a wider network would be welcome. However, as a general point, the limitations of towpaths and similar
routes for utility journeys particularly in winter and outside of daylight hours should be recognised and consideration
given to alternatives for key links / routes. We would be interested to better understand what improvements are in mind
for cycling routes in this part of the district. Aylesbury Vale needs to work with HCC and Dacorum Borough Council to
ensure any planned cycle routes and the wider network fit together.
Next steps
HCC would welcome closer engagement with AVDC / BCC to better understand transport and highway implications of
growth and planned development, infrastructure needs and transport proposals in our respective authority areas.

Yours sincerely,
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Lewis Claridge
Environment Department
Hertfordshire County Council
Summary:

The proposed policy T5 suggests a generous provision for car parking for new residential development. Much of the
proposed development is urban extension, some distance from public transport interchanges and proposed to be
served by new road networks that would connect to main routes e.g. A41 and A418. Even with improved provision for
walking, cycling and public transport, high levels of car use and demand are still likely. This does not seem to be
consistent with other stated policies e.g. S1 and T1 and the objectives of the Local Plan.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Claridge, Lewis 32186 ,Hertfordshire County Council.pdf
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service (Mr Staurt
Gowanlock) [32219]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached a letter containing our representations in relation to Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

We are supportive of the policy in general and, in particular, design requirements that discourage anti-social parking on
streets as we have many examples of inadequate parking facilities on new estates leading to parked vehicles
obstructing access to premises and hydrants when responding to emergency calls. We recommend that the policy at
T5a, on levels of parking provision, also require that this be sufficient to facilitate unobstructed access to all parts of
residential developments by fire appliances and other emergency services vehicles and to firefighting infrastructure
such as fire hydrants.

Change to Plan

We recommend that the policy at T5a, on levels of parking provision, also require that this be sufficient to facilitate
unobstructed access to all parts of residential developments by fire appliances and other emergency services vehicles
and to firefighting infrastructure such as fire hydrants.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Gowanlock Stuart 32219 BFRS Response.pdf
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Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

The policy seeks to provide guidance on parking provision within new developments, although it defers detail of parking
standards to a yet to be produced design SPD. This detail should be contained within the policy as without it, it is not
possible to judge the effectiveness of the policy. Furthermore, the policy also states that garages, integral garages and
car ports will not be included within the allocation of parking spaces unless they meet a minimum internal size as set
out in the design SPD. the minimum should be specified in the policy

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
1842a_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt)
[32193]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

we do not consider it appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging points, the
minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a direct role in the determination of planning
application. As such they must be set out in policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these
details it is impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified and ultimately
whether they will be effective.
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

We consider that the reference to the requirements set out under the policies is too prescriptive. It is not
appropriate to set out SPD elements of the policies that will have a direct role in the determination of
planning applications. This includes matters relating to the minimum internal size of a garage and the level
of parking (Policy T5) and the number of electric charging points required (Policy T7). We have concern
that it is impossible to consider the impact of Policies T5 and T7 on viability without details.
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Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

We consider that the reference to the requirements set out under the policies is too prescriptive. It is not
appropriate to set out SPD elements of the policies that will have a direct role in the determination of
planning applications. This includes matters relating to the minimum internal size of a garage and the level
of parking (Policy T5) and the number of electric charging points required (Policy T7). We have concern
that it is impossible to consider the impact of Policies T5 and T7 on viability without these details.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered
a vital local issue for the Town centre businesses and we do not feel that this
has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact
of the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of
highway improvements and safety measures, as well as provision for
enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG is aware, through public comment, of the concern that adequate car parking
provision is provided at all developments and will be looking to contribute to the
refining of this policy.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy.
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]
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Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy T6 states that existing pedestrian routes will be safeguarded from any adverse effects of development. This
could prevent sustainable development opportunities including those which actually enhance public rights of way, owing
to minimal adverse effects (relating to landscape or noise for example). This does not reflect the NPPF's presumption
in favour of sustainable development.

Change to Plan

The policy should be reworded to be consistent with Policy C4 which recognises that any adverse impacts to a public
right of way should be viewed alongside the benefits of the development.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) NL plan.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) H6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) S2 NL_Redacted.pdf
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) 4.151 to 4.154 NL_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH) T6_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

Policy T6 states that existing pedestrian routes will be safeguarded from any adverse effects of development. This
could prevent sustainable development opportunities including those which actually enhance public rights of way, owing
to minimal adverse effects (relating to landscape or noise for example). This does not reflect the NPPF's presumption
in favour of sustainable development.
The policy should be reworded to be consistent with Policy C4 which recognises that any adverse impacts to a public
right of way should be viewed alongside the benefits of the development.

Change to Plan

Policy T6 should be reworded to accord with Policy C4 and the NPPF.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

Policy T6 states that existing pedestrian routes will be safeguarded from any adverse effects of development. This
could prevent sustainable development opportunities including those which actually enhance public rights of way, owing
to minimal adverse effects (relating to landscape or noise for example). This does not reflect the NPPF's presumption
in favour of sustainable development.

Change to Plan

The policy should be reworded to be consistent with Policy C4 which recognises that any adverse impacts to a public
right of way should be viewed alongside the benefits of the development.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T7_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_12 SLP.PDF
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) Spatial Vision_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) BRS.6276_11A Framework.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) D2_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S2 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 5.5 and 5.6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) S3_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) T6_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) 4.151 to 4.154 GU_Redacted.pdf
Cox, Chris 32291 (EWH)(b) H6_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: CEG [32243]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client CEG, please find attached our response to the Local Plan

Summary:

The policy should provide clarify that existing pedestrian routes should be protected from any
'unacceptably' adverse impacts of new development.

Change to Plan

see summary statement

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part1_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part2.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Para 3.78 to 3.80_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy D-HAL003_Part3.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H7_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy T6.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy S2_Redacted.pdf
Doel, Steven 29880 (CEG) Policy H6_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This policy is welcomed.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
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Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Full Text:

1. Policy T6 identifies the criteria that apply to developments with implications for footpath and cycle routes. We note
the requirement at criterion c. that 'The Council will protect existing pedestrian routes from the adverse effects of new
development'. We support the thrust of this requirement but as worded, it is ambiguous.
2. Policy D-AGT2 for the strategic allocation at South West Aylesbury requires existing public rights of way to be
retained and integrated within 'safe and secure environments'. It accepts, and is fundamentally based upon the fact
that, the experience of these footpaths will change from what are currently a generally rural experience to a more urban
experience as a consequence of strategic housing growth. However, as worded, Policy T6 could be used at the
development management stage to resist proposals compliant with Policy D-AGT2, on the basis that the change from a
rural to a more urban experience was an 'adverse effect'.
3. Against that background we consider that Policy T6 should be amended to ensure that there is no potential for such
ambiguity at the development management stage.
Changes Sought
4. Amend Policy D6 criterion c to state that the Council will protect existing pedestrian routes from any 'unacceptably'
adverse impacts of new development.

Summary:

Clarify within the policy that existing pedestrian routes should be protected from any 'unacceptably' adverse impacts of
new development.

Change to Plan

Amend Policy T6 criterion c to state that the Council will protect existing pedestrian routes from any 'unacceptably'
adverse impacts of new development.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii

Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (GSL) Policy T6.pdf
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Respondent: Oxfordshire County Council (John Disley) [32402]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Oxfordshire County Councils' Response to the Pre-submission Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
Overall Position:
1. Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) supports Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) in its aim of adopting a new
Local Plan and is supportive of the scale of growth being planned for.
2. However, we have some concerns that the draft VALP as currently written would be unsound in relation to the
provision for supporting transport infrastructure. At this stage, we are not satisfied that:
i. The impacts of proposed growth in Aylesbury Vale on the highway network within Oxfordshire have been fully
assessed, taking account of already planned and proposed growth within Oxfordshire and the infrastructure options
being planned to support it;
ii. Necessary mitigation measures have been identified and costed; and
iii. Funding will be forthcoming when needed to deliver the infrastructure matched to the proposed growth.
3. We reiterate our willingness to be involved in additional work, the outcome of which is likely to require amendments
to local plan policy and/or text and additions to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).
4. We would be pleased to be party to a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between AVDC, Buckinghamshire
County Council (BCC), Oxfordshire County Council and Cherwell District Council which sets out how the councils will
collaborate on a programme of transport work, including consideration of the A41 corridor as a priority. We are also
willing to be party to a separate MoU between AVDC, BCC, OCC, South Oxfordshire District Council and Wycombe
District Council setting out how impacts of planned growth within Buckinghamshire on the highway network within
South Oxfordshire have been assessed and how necessary mitigation measures will be funded and delivered.
5. We will continue to work with Aylesbury Vale on National Infrastructure projects of joint interest, namely East-West
Rail and the Oxford -Cambridge Expressway.
Proposed Scale and Distribution of Growth:
6. OCC supports the draft VALP in seeking to accommodate the district's own identified housing needs in full and make
provision for unmet needs from other Buckinghamshire districts. This will result in unmet need being provided for within
the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) so it will not be necessary to look outside to Oxfordshire.
7. We also have no objection in principle to the significant scale of employment land supply identified within the district.
The surplus land will help make up shortfalls in neighbouring Buckinghamshire authorities and provide sufficient
employment land for the wider Functional Economic Market Area. This will help to grow the sub-regional economy,
helping to enhance the reputation of the southern end of the Oxford-Cambridge corridor as an attractive place to invest.
8. We support in principle the spatial strategy which is based on focusing growth and investment primarily at Aylesbury
where it can take advantage of East-West Rail, with further strategic development sites at Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, provided that the impacts of proposed growth on the Oxfordshire highway network are fully
assessed and the VALP contains policies and proposals to deliver necessary mitigation measures
Implications of Strategic Transport Infrastructure Proposed for the Oxford-Cambridge Corridor:
9. We support draft policy T2 which seeks to ensure that new development does not prejudice the implementation of
East West rail project, including new stations and twin tracking to the south of Aylesbury. Closing the gap between
Aylesbury and Princes Risborough will increase the viability of East West Rail by improving north-south connectivity
and provide potential opportunities for future growth
10. We also support policy T3 which sets out AVDC's support for the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway, which will open
opportunities for growth as outlined in the recent NIC report ,and commits to protecting the scheme route once it is
agreed and further information is available. We agree that the implications of the route should be taken into account in
an early review of the Plan.
11. OCC will continue to work with AVDC and other partners on priority infrastructure projects to improve connectivity
across the Oxford - Cambridge corridor, and to collaborate in developing a long term vision for Oxford-Cambridge arc.
Local Transport Infrastructure:
12. It is essential that there is a full understanding of the transport infrastructure required to support the VALP
development proposals, including within surrounding areas and the local plan contains effective policies to deliver
necessary infrastructure schemes. It is disappointing that to date very little work on cross-boundary transport impacts
has been undertaken. However, it is encouraging that a programme of additional work has recently been agreed in
principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding.
A41 Corridor
14. The A41 is the main east-west route through Aylesbury, connecting to Bicester and providing indirect access to the
M40 via the A34. In our response to consultation at the VALP Preferred Options stage, OCC requested that it be invited
to work with AVDC and Buckinghamshire Councils under the duty to cooperate as the Local Plan evidence base is
developed, to ensure that transport work takes account of significant growth proposals within Oxfordshire and the
strategic infrastructure schemes identified or being explored to support it, particularly growth at Bicester and Thame.
However, we have not been involved in modelling and related transport discussions and are concerned that insufficient
attention has been paid to our comments submitted in response to consultation on the Aylesbury and Buckingham
Transport Strategies.
15. It is not clear what assumptions have been included in the Buckinghamshire Transport modelling work 3 for
planned growth at Bicester Garden Town and the strategic infrastructure options being explored to support it. The
impact on the A41 corridor of growth generated by development proposals in the VALP will change depending on the
transport scenarios tested e.g. with Bicester South East Perimeter Road and Eastern perimeter route dualling. We
would be pleased to provide more information on these schemes, as set out in our Local Transport Plan 2015-2031 and
2017 Oxfordshire Infrastructure Strategy (OxIS).
16. Further work is needed for the A41 corridor to provide more detailed analysis of the various scenarios in the
Bicester area to assess the impact of VALP growth within Cherwell. A transport strategy for mitigating impacts on the
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A41 in the vicinity of Bicester will need to be developed and referenced in the VALP and accompanying IDP; this
should include the phasing and funding of necessary transport improvements.
A418 corridor/Thame Roundabout
17. OCC also has concerns about the capacity of the A418 from Aylesbury which links through to the M40 and A40
through Oxfordshire. In particular, that increased cross-boundary traffic flows generated by growth proposed at
Haddenham (now 315 new homes) in combination with growth planned at Thame in South Oxfordshire and at Princes
Risborough in Wycombe District would have unacceptable impacts on the Oxfordshire highway network, particularly at
the A418 and A4129 roundabout on the edge of Thame. There are no references in the draft VALP and IDP to transport
mitigation measures within Oxfordshire.
18. The draft Plan states that Haddenham is two miles from Thame which has a wider range of shops and services.
Thame also offers employment opportunities and has the closest secondary school to Haddenham. It is therefore
essential that sustainable modes of travel between Haddenham and Thame are also evaluated and improved to
provide more opportunities for alternatives to car travel and minimise the impact on the Oxfordshire road network.
19. We understand that BCC modelling results to date show there is an issue at Thame roundabout resulting from
proposed development in Aylesbury and Haddenham. One area of work that needs to be addressed is what sort of
scheme may be needed at the roundabout, what the cost is and how it is to be funded - the issue of how mitigation
measures are identified, costed and funded needs to be resolved. This requires additional work which should be
undertaken jointly, so we welcome the proposals for an early review and wish to be involved.
Soundness Issue: Further work is required on the transport and infrastructure evidence supporting the draft VALP, the
outcome of which is likely to require amendments to the draft plan and IDP to set out necessary transport mitigation
measures within Oxfordshire and how they are to be funded.
Education provision:
20. There is significant movement of pupils across the Oxfordshire-Aylesbury Vale boundary, especially at secondary
level. Some Aylesbury Vale villages lie within the designated areas of Oxfordshire schools such as Lord Williams's
School in
Thame and Wheatley Park School and families in many other settlements, especially Haddenham, choose Oxfordshire
schools.
21. The IDP sets out proposals for new and expanded schools in Aylesbury Vale. The scale of expansion appears
broadly in line with the expected population growth. Continued liaison between AVDC, Buckinghamshire County
Council and OCC will be necessary to monitor the supply of, and demand for, school places on both sides of the county
boundary, and in particular regarding the phasing of school capacity expansion.
Detailed comments on the current Proposed-Submission Document
Main document:
22. Para 7.4 'Buckinghamshire County-wide Traffic Model Phase 3' states "a third phase of modelling focused on
producing the revised Local Plan development scenario. In addition a set of mitigation schemes were tested in order to
try and mitigate any impacts arising from the Local Plan development in terms of increased congestion and travel time.
The model also considered traffic flows on strategic routes outside of the county." However, it is not clear how traffic
flows on strategic routes outside of the county were considered.
23. Policy T1: 'Delivering the sustainable transport vision' does not mention OCC as a partner and lacks detail about
the schemes or evidence base.
24. Policy T6 Cycle routes - refers to county-wide and local strategies but does not appear to consider cross-boundary
opportunities.
Duty to Cooperate Paper:
25. The Duty to Cooperate paper confirms that no transport evidence base has been obtained from Oxfordshire County
Council. Whilst OCC is listed as a strategic partner in the document, reference to OCC is absent from the transport
action (section 4) to undertake countywide transport modelling in order to identify cross-boundary impacts of growth
and assess strategic mitigation.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
26. In the Buckingham Transport Strategy at para 4.31, "Promotion of Bicester North railway station as a means of
accessing London" is listed as a key infrastructure investment. It is unclear whether the traffic impact of this has been
assessed, or how this is changing with the development of EWR and Winslow Station.
27. Para 4.35 the IDP refers to Primary Public Transport Corridors (PPTCs) including the A41 Bicester Road. At
Appendix A 1.3 Transport and Highways - Long Term 2023-2033, the following scheme is listed although OCC
understands this would not extend into Oxfordshire and would only cover the immediate vicinity around Aylesbury. Our
preference would be for a joined up solution to this corridor:
Public Transport
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Priority Public Transport Corridor A41 Bicester Road
BCC
£7m
Developer Contributio-ns
Initial Works by 2020 Long Term by 2033
To be implemented once relevant link roads are in place therefore more capacity
Necessary
Transport Modelling and Further Work to be Undertaken:
28. Following the cross-boundary transport impacts meeting on 04/12/17, OCC understands that Buckinghamshire
County Council have used a Jacobs Vissim Model which uses the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA) and the National Trip End Model (NTEM) for growth assumptions. Based on discussions at the
meeting, it is understood that despite the proposed growth at Aylesbury and Haddenham, modelling carried out so far
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2681 - 32402 - T6 Footpaths and cycle routes - None

2681

Object

7. Transport

T6 Footpaths and cycle routes

has identified no significant impact on cross boundary links on the A41, albeit a slight increase on the A41 between
M40 junction 9 and Esso roundabout (Oxford Road junction) compared to the 'Do Minimum'. Consequently, no
mitigation is proposed for the A41 in the vicinity of Bicester. If this is the case, OCC question the modelling results and
maintain that there is likely to be a need for the plan to require the proposed allocations to fund mitigation measures
within Oxfordshire.
29. Assumptions used for the modelling undertaken to date have not yet been provided, neither has evidence that local
plan growth at Bicester and elsewhere in Cherwell has been fully taken into account. OCC's updated Bicester SATURN
model will have more fine grain detail in that area. The impact on the A41 will also change depending on the transport
infrastructure scenarios that will need to be tested i.e. the South East Perimeter Road and Eastern Perimeter Road
dualling. Further discussions need to be held with OCC regarding this.
30. It is encouraging that following the cross-border transport impacts meeting, a programme of additional work has
been agreed in principle and will be progressed alongside a Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale,
Cherwell, Buckinghamshire CC, and OCC. The work programme will focus on the A41 corridor and involve more
detailed analysis on junctions including with Ploughley Road, Pioneer Road (SE Perimeter Road) and Esso
Roundabout. OCC have committed to providing a summary of the modelling work it has undertaken/been involved with
in the area. In addition, the employment development at Silverstone may require further assessment of the A43.
Public Transport and Active Travel
31. Aylesbury and Oxford are connected via the Strategic 280 Bus route: The aim is for this 280 to operate at premium
route frequency - four buses per hour. Between Thame and Oxford this has already been achieved, with three per hour
between Aylesbury and Thame - development in Haddenham could provide the opportunity and funding to increase the
frequency to four on this section.
32. The Haddenham to Thame cycle path is a long established aspiration and OCC is currently doing some work on
land negotiations with Sustrans for the path in order to determine a route. BCC has already secured contributions from
three
sites, but it is unlikely any substantial further work on the route can happen until complete funding is secure. Further
contributions would therefore be welcome.
Summary:

Policy T6 Cycle routes - refers to county-wide and local strategies but does not appear to consider cross-boundary
opportunities.
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Full Text:

I support the provision of electric vehicle charging infrastructure for new developments, however I do not feel that this
policy is strong enough. In addition to the proposal I would suggest that passive provision, where wiring is provided for
the rapid installation of charging points when demand increases, should be provided to all residential properties that do
not benefit from active provision. Residents having to dig up driveways etc to provide electricity for installation will be
prohibitively expensive, whereas passive provision at the point of development will not not the developer much to
provide. Passive provision should also be provided at commercial premises as well. This is a policy that I have
proposed to Wycombe District Council, as their Air Quality Officer, for inclusion in their local plan.

Summary:

Passive provision of electric vehicle charging points should be provided at all new residential properties and a large
proportion of commercial parking spaces. Expecting residents to dig up driveways to install units when demand rises
will be prohibitively expensive.
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Respondent: Edward Ware Homes [32290]

Agent:

Full Text:

Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Pond Close, Newton Longville, attached representations (including map pf site) to the VALP
consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes.
Text where there is more than the summary:
4.151 to 4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land south of Pond Close, Newton Longville
Given the sustainability credentials of the village and its proximity to Milton Keynes it is considered that Newton
Longville should accommodate more development than the proposed allocation of 17 dwellings (currently the subject of
a planning application). Paragraph 4.152 confirms that there are suitable sites and that the most sustainable site has
been selected. This indicates that the village can accommodate more development.
The site at Pond Close adjoins the village to its southern boundary. It would form a logical extension to the settlement.
Access can be achieved from Pond Close. There is a bus stop about 80m from the site.
The site slopes upward from east to west and trees mark the site boundaries. As such, the site is visually enclosed.
It is understood that the landowner for the adjoining land to the south east of the site(the remainder of SHLAA
siteNLV002)is also promoting their land for development, and as such the parcels should be considered both
individually, and in combination.
D2 Policy
D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small scale
areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in H6.
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S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Newton Longville to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 6 of the
sustainability criteria, but only 17 dwellings will be allocated.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
Furthermore, paragraph 4.152 confirms that there is an 'excess' of suitable sites, so the most sustainable has been
selected'. If Newton Longville has similar sustainability credentials to a settlement that will accommodate 170 dwellings
and suitable sites are available at Newton Longville, we consider that there is no reason to limit sustainable growth at
Newton Longville.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Our experience is that trying to require this via planning policy is problematic. For example, different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues can cause problems for the routing/laying out of charging
cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.

Change to Plan

Policy T7 should 'encourage the provision of infrastructure for electric vehicles, at the rate set out in the design SPD'.
This change would allow policy to reflect changing technology and allow flexibility for future proofing.
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

RPS does not see where the evidence base for the requirement for charging points from new residential properties has
been established. It does not therefore consider the policy is robustly prepared. Additionally, there is no evidence that
the Council has considered the viability implications of such policy. In the absence of such evidence the policy should
be withdrawn.
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Respondent: Cerda Planning Limited (Tina Pearsall) [32102]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

16.112 Reps_November 2017
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013-2033
PROPOSED SUBMISSION REPRESENTATIONS
Policy S1
In general, there is no objection to a sustainable development policy being introduced into
the Local Plan. However, where this is to be introduced, it should fairly reflect the provisions
of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF other than where there are specific circumstances which apply
to Aylesbury Vale.
Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the
way in which the tilted balance is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism
does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by which the tilted balance will
engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should
apply where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date.
Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
Policy S2
It is appropriate for the Local Plan to identify the housing requirements over the plan period.
This should be expressed as a minima if it is to be consistent with the NPPF; as drafted Policy
S2 suggests that the housing requirements has a cap or limit.
In any event, objections are lodged to the total 27,400 houses to be delivered in the period
to 2033. This figure does not accurately reflect the full objectively assessed housing needs. It
is to be noted that the previous Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan had to be withdrawn, in part, as
a result of not meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Needs. Consequently, the Council must
do all it can to deliver housing and to boost significantly the supply in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply
policy the purposes of Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution
requirements of the policy.
Policy S3
Our representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, which is fairly identified as a larger
village given the significant range of shops, services and facilities contained within Aston
Clinton as well as the sustainability advantages given that Aston Clinton is only a short
distance from the main town within the administrative boundary of Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, it is unacceptable and the subject of objection that there are no allocated
sites identified for Aston Clinton. It is acknowledged that Aston Clinton has had a series of
completions in the recent past, however the approach taken in the emerging Local Plan
effectively turns its back on Aston Clinton for much of the plan period, extending to 2033,
once the existing commitments are brought forward and completed.
16.112 Reps_November 2017
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability
credentials of Aston Clinton and runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to
deliver significant quantities of development at the larger villages given the important role
that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted by the
PPG.
Policy S7
No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that
as applied it should not be read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to
utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield land. If the policy were to be
applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
Policy H5
As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of
serviced plots for sale to sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the
threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a sliding scale of provision has been
considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy,
broad parameters should be identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers
and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery of self/custom plots.
Policy T7
It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric
vehicle infrastructure. It is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been
identified; in other policies setting a threshold the floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it
relates to 10 or more dwellings.
In any event, electric vehicle infrastructure is expensive and weighs heavily on a cost plan. It
is also the case that there is different infrastructure requirements for different manufactures;
for example BMW charge infrastructure varies significantly from Tesla.
In the circumstances, the policy should identify that passive electric infrastructure should be
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provided which can then converted to active electric vehicle infrastructure dependant on
the owners requirements.
Policy NE8
The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy
seeks to protect best and most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is
to taken into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile
agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a
consequence is unacceptable and the subject of objections.
It is also the case that the NPPF does not require that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural land. Where best and most versatile
land is to be lost, this is to be weighed in the balance but it is 16.112 Reps_November 2017 not necessary for the
benefits of housing to outweigh the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land as a simple two sides of the
equation approach.
Summary:

It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric vehicle infrastructure. It
is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been identified; in other policies setting a threshold the
floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it relates to 10 or more dwellings.

Change to Plan
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Not Specified

Sound?
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Respondent: Home Builders Federation Ltd (Mr Mark Behrendt)
[32193]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response by the House Builders Federation to the Regulation 19 consultation on
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on Vale of Aylesbury
Local Plan (VALP). The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding
industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of discussions
with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to regional
developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of all
new housing built in England and Wales in any one year.
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we
would welcome, in due course, participating in hearings of the Examination in
Public.
Duty to Co-operate
We do not consider the Council's approach to the duty to co-operate is consistent with
national policy.
It would appear from the evidence that Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) have
met the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate in relation to meeting housing
needs for the Housing Market Area (HMA). There is a clear agreement between the
Council's in the HMA to meet needs in full with the unmet needs from the other
authorities in the HMA be provided for by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). This
is set out in policy S2 and we welcome the broad approach that has been taken by the
Councils in seeking to meet the needs of the HMA.
However, we are concerned that this co-operation is based on a housing needs
assessment that seeks to significantly reduce the overall level of housing need for the
HMA compared to official projections. In particular the latest assessment of housing
need has reduced the demographic starting point for AVDC, and subsequently its
objective assessed housing need (OAN). This has in turn provided greater scope for the
needs of the other authorities in the HMA to be met by AVDC. We consider the
approach to assessing housing needs is flawed and that there is significantly less
capacity in AVDC than is being suggested. In fact if the standard methodology were to
be applied across the HMA, and current distributions maintained, there would be even
less scope to meet the full needs of the Housing Market Area.
2
If the full needs of the HMA cannot be met, which would appear to be the case at
present then the policy requirements of the duty to co-operate as set out in 178 to 181
of the NPPF will not have been addressed. To ensure the plan is compliant with the
policy requirements of the duty to c-operate further consideration as to how the needs
of the HMA will be met in full will be necessary.
Our key concerns regarding the assessment of needs is set out below.
Housing needs
In our earlier comments on housing needs to the AVDC we raised concerns regarding
the January 2016 Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and
the reduction in housing needs compared the 2015 HEDNA. However, since the
regulation 18 consultation the HEDNA has been updated again to take into account the
latest 2014 based population projections published in the summer of 2016 which has
resulted in a significant reduction on the assessment of housing needs. We would
support the Council in undertaking such an update which is in line with Planning
Practice Guidance, however, we are surprised as to the outcomes of the update.
Having examined the 2014 based Household Projections for the HMA we note that
between 2013 and 2033 total households were 1,925 higher than those in the 2012
based projections. The updated HEDNA though sets out a distinctly different projection
of household growth. Between 2013 and 2033 the updated HEDNA expects the
demographic starting point for assessing housing needs to be 2,826 less than the
previous HEDNA using the 2012 based household projections. It seems surprising that
the updated HEDNA would see the opposite trend to the official projections. Despite
this significant discrepancy we cannot find any explanation as to why the upward trend
in the official projections leads to a reduction in households using the Council's
methodology.
Of particular concern is the fact that the latest HEDNA anticipates that AVDC are
expected to see household growth that is significantly lower than that set out in the
original HEDNA. The reason why this concern is so important is that AVDC are
expecting to meet the unmet needs arising from the other authorities in the HMA. The
updated HEDNA shows a reduction in the total number of households expected to form
during the plan period in AVDC from 18,144 households using the 2012 based
projections to 16,933 using the 2014 based data. However, the 2014 based household
projections expected there to be 2,623 more households in 2033 than was expected in
the 2012 based projections. So, despite the 2014 based household projections showing
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an increase when compared to the 2012 projections the updated HEDNA projects a
reduction in household growth for AVDC. As mentioned above, there is no explanation
as to why this has occurred and given that it has enabled the HMA to meet its needs we
would have expected this to be addressed in the evidence supporting the plan. In fact,
the most recent HEDNA continues to claim in paragraph 9 that the growth identified for
AVDC is "marginally lower" than the CLG starting point. We would suggest that a
reduction of 4,095 households is more than "marginally lower".
3
It is essential that the Council's in the HMA provide a clear justification as to the reason
for this significant reduction in the demographic starting point. There are inconsistencies
with both previous projections provided by the Council and those provided by the
Government and ONS. The approach taken by the Councils is not clear and is one of
the reasons why the Government have been looking to apply a standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. However, even before the latest consultation Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out that Government considers the official household
projections to be robust stating in paragraph 2a-017:
"The household projections produced by the Department for Communities and Local
Government are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions."
The latest consultation 'Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Planes' reiterates this
position with the standard methodology being based on the household projections.
Paragraph 16 of the consultation document states:
"The Office for National Statistics' projections for numbers of households in each local
authority are the most robust estimates of future growth."
We recognise that the PPG allows for some sensitivity testing but it also requires these
to be based on robust evidence. So whilst our initial response was positive, despite our
usual concerns regarding the use of the 10 year trend, there is insufficient justification
as to why the latest projections for the HMA have substantially reduced household
growth for AVDC from the original HEDNA and, most importantly, why they have moved
in the opposite direction to the DCLG household projections.
The latest consultation also sets out that across the HMA the Government would expect
the new methodology, if implemented, to require a more significant level of housing
delivery. Based on the Standard Methodology the HMA would need to deliver 3,039
dwellings per annum (dpa) compared to the 2,269 dpa that is the Councils' assessment
of housing need. With regard to the duty to co-operate and meeting needs across the
HMA there must be a concern that AVDC's needs assessment is 534 dpa lower than
the standard methodology. Given the constraints expressed by the other authorities
there will clearly be a need for AVDC to consider a further increase in its housing
requirement in order to address an ever increasing level of unmet need in the HMA.
There have also been wider concerns regarding the tendency of local authorities within
this area to underestimate the levels of housing needs. The recent National
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) report1 on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc
identified the tendency for local planning authorities in this area to run assessments that
produce lower level so f housing need than official projections. On page 26 of this report
the NIC states:
1 Partnering for Prosperity: A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes Oxford Arc (National
Infrastructure Commission 2017)
4
"... there is good reason to believe that the methodology used in undertaking
assessments of local housing need can be conservative and mask high levels of unmet
need."
It would appear that the tendency to underestimate housing need is prevalent across
this region. If the long term economic growth and infrastructure plans that are required
for this area are to be realised then the assessments of housing need must not seek to
supress official demographic projections.
In conclusion we do not consider that the level of housing needs, as set out in the
updated HEDNA, to have been sufficiently justified. In particular we do not consider the
substantial reduction in household growth using the government's 2014 based data to
have been adequately explained. These reduce the overall level of need for the HMA
and thus enabling the HMA to meet its needs. If the lower level of need set out in the
latest HEDNA cannot be justified then this will have significant implications for the
progression of the other Local Plans in the HMA due to the significantly reduced
additional development capacity in AVDC.
In addition there is potential for the level of unmet need from the other authorities to be
higher than initially considered. Whilst only limited weight can be given to the
consultation as a whole it does give the clearest positon yet as to the degree to which
market signals should be taken into account. This would suggest that housing needs
across the other authorities in the HMA could also have been underestimated leaving a
more significant degree of unmet needs than has been considered by AVDC and its
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1922 - 32193 - T7 Electric vehicle infrastructure - iii

1922
7. Transport

Object
T7 Electric vehicle infrastructure

partners.
So, whilst the co-operation would appear to be effective it is potentially based on
erroneous evidence. If there is insufficient justification for the reduction in housing
needs resulting from the updated HEDNA then there will be a need for the authorities in
the HMA to revisit their collective approach to meeting housing needs.
We would also like to mention that it would have been beneficial for all parties had the
authorities in the HMA taken a more strategic approach in preparing their Plans to allow
housing needs to be considered by a single inspector. This enables the approach to
assessing and meeting housing needs for an HMA to be considered just once and
would avoid repetition of debates. We have seen across the Country that a decision on
OAN for an HMA at one EIP can make it difficult for any inspector at subsequent EIPs
using the same evidence to potentially disagree with a colleague. As such we welcome
approaches to strategic planning such as those taken in the North Essex HMA where a
strategic plan for the whole area has been prepared and allows housing needs across
the three LPAs concerned to be considered at the same time.
S2 Spatial strategy for growth
The policy is unsound as the delivery expectations to support the other authorities in the
HMA are unjustified
5
As set out above we have concerns as to the approach taken by the Council in
assessing the housing needs for the HMA and in particular the OAN for AVDC. We do
not consider that there is sufficient justification to reduce the demographic starting point
for AVDC and that the DCLG household projections remain robust and should be used
as the baseline for assessing needs. If the household projections were used as the
starting point for considering needs and a 10% uplift were applied, as recommended in
the HEDNA, then AVDC's OAN for the plan period would be 23,129 (1,156 dpa). As
such the Council would continue to be able to meet its own needs but there would be
less capacity to support the other authorities in the HMA. However, given the
Government's latest consultation we would suggest that a 10% uplift for AVDC is too
low and we would suggest it be reconsidered prior to submission.
So whilst we welcome the approach taken by AVDC to set a housing requirement of
27,400 new homes we do not consider the level of growth to be sufficient to support the
other authorities in the HMA to the degree stated. This will require the Council and its
partner authorities to reconsider its approach to meeting the needs of the HMA. If
current distributions of need are continued then AVDC will need to include additional
allocations to offset the limited delivery elsewhere in the HMA. Alternatively the other
authorities could seek to increase their own housing requirements to make up for the
shortfall. We recognise that not all the LPAs in the HMA are at the same stage of plan
preparation and if further allocations cannot be made in this plan the policy must set out
the need for an early review based on the final requirements of the other LPAs in the
HMA.
The policy should also establish that the housing requirement as the minimum number
of homes that will be delivered. This is important in order to ensure that growth beyond
the requirement is supported by the Council. This would also be consistent with the
positive approach to planning required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF and the Council's
own position in table 1 of the VALP, which sets out the expectation that 28,850 new
homes will be delivered.
Housing trajectory
The HBF does not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites therefore our
representations are submitted without prejudice to any comments made by other parties
on the deliverability of specific sites included in the overall housing land supply, the fiveyear
housing land supply and housing trajectories. However, we want to stress the
importance of having realistic delivery expectations within any allocations to ensure the
deliverability of the plan across its lifetime. This is particularly important where there is a
reliance on strategic sites to deliver the majority of new homes within the plan period.
Delays to the delivery of strategic sites for any number of reasons could lead to the LPA
not being able to meet its housing requirement. A more cautious assessment of delivery
on strategic sites offset with the allocation of smaller sites will offer a more flexible and
sound housing trajectory.
H1 - Affordable housing
The policy is not sound as it is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy
6
Whilst we appreciate that the Council were looking to test scenarios prior to setting
policies, it would appear that full consideration has not been given to the cumulative
financial impact of those policies as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF. For
example, the policies on electric vehicle charging and accessible homes have been
considered separately and only with regard to a 50-unit mixed scheme. In addition, the
requirements in policy H4 concerning the optional accessibility standards have not been
tested. The nearest assumption is for 70% M4(2) and 5% M4(3). Significantly lower
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1922 - 32193 - T7 Electric vehicle infrastructure - iii

1922
7. Transport

Object
T7 Electric vehicle infrastructure

than the requirements of policy H4. Until further testing is carried out on the cumulative
impact of the policies as set out in the Local Plan it is not possible for the Council to
state that the Local Plan will not threaten the viability of development in the area.
We consider that the wording of the policy is not consistent with the core planning
principles set out in the NPPF and the requirement established in paragraph 17 for
Local Plans to:
"... provide a practical framework within which decisions can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency".
The policy states that the Council will require "a minimum of 25%" of all homes provided
on appropriate sites to be affordable. This suggests that in some circumstances the
Council will seek a high proportion of affordable housing provision and increases the
uncertainty for the decision maker and applicant as to what the appropriate amount of
affordable housing provision should be. This is of increasing concern to our members
who, where affordable housing policies are set as minimums, are being asked to
provide evidence to justify meeting the minimums. There is a real danger that such
policies will generate additional and unnecessary justification for policy compliant
schemes.
In order to make this policy consistent with national policy we would suggest that the
word "minimum" is removed. This will provide the necessary certainty required of such a
policy for both decision maker and applicant.
H5 - Self/Custom Build Housing
The policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is ineffective.
Whilst we support the encouragement of self-build housing through the local plan we
consider the requirement for sites of over 100 to provide an unstated number of selfbuild
plots is not justified and inconsistent with national policy. Whilst we recognise that
Local Planning Authorities now have a duty to promote self-build housing we do not
consider the Council to have looked at sufficient options with regard to how it can
provide plots to support self-builders. Paragraph 57-024 of the PPG sets out a variety of
approaches that need to be considered - including the use of their own land. This is
reiterated in para 57-14 of the PPG which sets out the need for Council's to consider
how they can support the delivery of self-build plots through their housing strategy, land
disposal and regeneration functions. We cannot find any evidence as to the Council's
consideration of other reasonable approaches to delivery as suggested in PPG. Without
7
such consideration it would appear that the Council is seeking to place the burden for
delivery of self-build plots on house-builders without looking sufficiently at other delivery
mechanisms as set out in national guidance.
We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with the third bullet point of paragraph
57-025 of PPG. This outlines that the Council should engage with landowners and
encourage them to consider self-build and custom housebuilding. The approach taken
by the Council moves beyond encouragement and requires land owners to bring
forward plots. We would therefore suggest that the policy be deleted and replaced with
a policy that seeks to encourage the provision of self-build plots on developments of
over 100 units.
Where plots are not sold it is important that the Council's policy is clear as to when
these revert to the developer. At present this policy makes no such provision, as such it
is ineffective. We would suggest that the policy state that if a plot remains unsold after 6
months of it being offered on the open market then it should revert back to the
developer to be delivered as part of the overall scheme. We would also recommend
that if development of a purchased plot has not commenced within three years of
purchase that the buyer be refunded and the plot reverts to the developer. It is
important that plots should not be left empty to detriment of its neighbours or the
development as a whole.
H6 - Housing mix
Parts of the policy are unsound as they are not justified
We do not consider the Council to have justified the requirement for all homes to be
built to part M4(2) and for 10% of market homes and 15% of affordable homes to be
built to part M4(3). With regard to Part M4(2), the evidence in the HEDNA suggests that
as the population is ageing then all new homes should be made accessible to ensure
those older people who do move are able to acquire an accessible home. However, the
HEDNA itself outlines that many of the existing older people are unlikely to move from
their current homes and as such there is likely to be significantly less need for new
homes to be built to part M4(2). It is also likely that many of those who do move will
move to accommodation specifically built to meet the needs of older people and not to
general market housing. As such we do not think it is justified for all new homes to be
built to part M4(2) solely on the basis that there is an ageing population.
The proposal to require 10% of market homes as being M4(3) is contrary to national
policy. PPG sets out in paragraph 56-009 that the standard for wheelchair accessible
homes only to properties where the local authority is responsible for allocating or
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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nominating a person to live in that dwelling. This means that M4(3) can only be applied
to affordable homes and the policy should be amended to reflect this position.
We accept that there may be some need to ensure a proportion of new affordable
homes are wheelchair accessible. However, we do not consider there to be sufficient
evidence to support a policy requiring 15% of all affordable homes as being built to Part
M4(3). Firstly, the Local Plan sets out that nationally 7.1% of households living in
8
affordable accommodation which suggests that provision at 15% is much higher than
the number of wheelchair users requiring such homes. Secondly, no consideration has
been given, as required in PPG, to the existing stock of affordable homes that are
already accessible to wheelchair users. Without this evidence the Council cannot be
certain as to whether there will currently a surplus of such homes within the Borough.
It is also the case that the Council's viability assessment has not tested the viability of
providing the level of accessible housing set out in this policy. As set out above in our
representation ton policy H1 the proportion of homes to be provided as either M4(2) or
M4(3) has not been tested. In addition, it has only been tested with regard to one
scenario - a 50-unit mixed development. As the full cumulative impacts of the policies
set out in the plan have not been tested we do not consider there to be sufficient
justification to support the proportion of homes required by the policy to conform to the
optional accessibility standards.
H7 Dwelling sizes
This policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy and is unjustified
The policy is not consistent with the approach to setting internal space standards in
PPG. Paragraph 56-018 to 56-023 set out that if a Local Planning Authority has
sufficient evidence to support the introduction of minimum space standards they should
only do so by reference to the national described space standards. Any other approach
taken to setting space standards must, therefore, be considered unsound. However, in
addition to this fundamental principal the Council state in paragraph 5.68 there is no
evidence to suggest that homes are coming forward below the nationally described
space standards. If this is the case then seeking to apply an alternative standard is
unjustified and unhelpful as the wording of this policy provides no clear guidance as to
what should be considered "sufficient internal space".
Such a subjective assessment could lead to confusion amongst both the decision
maker and the applicant. This policy is therefore inconsistent with one of the core
planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF which states that local plans
should provide a:
"practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with
a high degree of predictability and efficiency"
We would also suggest that is inconsistent with paragraph 154 which states:
"Only policies that provide a clear indication as to how a decision maker should react to
a development proposal should be included in the plan"
Given these clear inconsistencies with national policy and guidance policy H7 should be
deleted from the Local Plan.
T5 Vehicle Parking and T7 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
9
These policies are unsound as they are ineffective
Within both these policies the Council will look to set out elements of both these policies
as in Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). However, we do not consider it
appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging
points, the minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a
direct role in the determination of planning application. As such they must be set out in
policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these details it is
impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified
and ultimately whether they will be effective.
Conclusion
At present we do not consider the plan to be sound. Whilst we are pleased with the
significant progress the Council has made in meeting its own needs and those of the
HMA we do not consider the Council has met the tests of soundness on the following
areas:
Policy S2 sets out the degree to which AVDC is meeting the needs of other
authorities in the HMA but these are based on an unjustifiably low OAN. This
potentially impacts on the soundness of this policy and whether the HMA is
meeting its needs in full as required by the NPPF.
The policy on affordable housing has not been adequately justified and does not
provide sufficient flexibility
Policy H5 on self-build housing is inconsistent with national policy and is
ineffective as it as it does not consider how unsold sites will be treated.
Requirements relating to accessible homes have not been sufficiently justified
either on the basis of needs or viability.
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Policy H7 on dwelling size departs completely from the approach set out in PPG
and as such is inconsistent with national policy, unjustified and ineffective.
Policy T5 and T7 on parking and Electric Vehicle Infrastructure set out that the
level of provision required will be set out in SPD. These elements of the policy
will inform decision makers and should be considered as policy. As such they
should be included in the Local Plan.
We hope these representations are of assistance in taking the plan forward to the next stage of plan preparation and
examination. I would also like to express my interest in attending any relevant hearing sessions at the Examination in
Public. Should you
require any further clarification on the issues raised in this representation please
contact me.
Summary:

we do not consider it appropriate to set out in SPD elements of a policy (namely the number of charging points, the
minimum internal size of a garage and the level of parking) that will have a direct role in the determination of planning
application. As such they must be set out in policy and open for debate at the Examination in Public. Without these
details it is impossible to consider the impact of these policies on viability, whether they are justified and ultimately
whether they will be effective.
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Behrendt, Mark 32193,House Builders Federation HBF rep VALP Reg 19 Dec 2017 REDACT.pdf
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Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]
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Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

We consider that the reference to the requirements set out under the policies is too prescriptive. It is not
appropriate to set out SPD elements of the policies that will have a direct role in the determination of
planning applications. This includes matters relating to the minimum internal size of a garage and the level
of parking (Policy T5) and the number of electric charging points required (Policy T7). We have concern
that it is impossible to consider the impact of Policies T5 and T7 on viability without details.

Change to Plan

We wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. The VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of
changes required to the plan including a number of strategic and development management policies as identified in the
submitted representation letter. My client's site at Wingrave represents an achievable, suitable and deliverable
allocation to support the necessary housing growth for Aylesbury Vale.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes Midlands [32264]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

As it stands, the VALP is not sound and hence there are a number of changes required to the plan including a number
of strategic and development management policies as identified in the submitted representation letter. In summary, we
consider that the following policies are unsound and for reasons stated above, do not meet the test of soundness:
Policy S2 'Spatial Strategy for Growth'; Policy S3 'Settlement Hierarchy and Cohesive Development'; Policy H1
'Affordable Housing'; Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing'; Policy H6 'Housing Mix'; Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes'; Policy
T5 'Vehicle Parking'; and Policy T7 'Electric Vehicle Infrastructure'. My client's site at Calvert Green represents an
achievable, suitable and deliverable allocation that is part brownfield to support the necessary housing growth for
Aylesbury Vale.

Summary:

We consider that the reference to the requirements set out under the policies is too prescriptive. It is not
appropriate to set out SPD elements of the policies that will have a direct role in the determination of
planning applications. This includes matters relating to the minimum internal size of a garage and the level
of parking (Policy T5) and the number of electric charging points required (Policy T7). We have concern
that it is impossible to consider the impact of Policies T5 and T7 on viability without these details.

Change to Plan

Object to Policies T5 and T7: Omission of Policies T5 and T7
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Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) CAL-001 - Location Plan.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) 7047-L-05 PROVING LAYOUT.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Response Form - Calvert.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (PHM) Rep to VALP Proposed Submission - Calvert_Redacted.pdf
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Pegasus Group (Robert Taylor) [32433]

VALP consultation- land at Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Please find the attached representations to the VALP consultation on behalf of Edward Ware Homes. (includes a layout
plan for one of the sites and a site boundary plan for the other)
Full text if there is more than the summary:
Para 4.151-4.154
Paragraph 4.154 seeks to prevent development at medium villages (where it is not allocated) and allow it 'only in
exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate
anticipated'.
This is not justified and is too restrictive. The NPPF is clear that the emphasis is to boost housing supply. The wording
of the policy incorrectly and inappropriately plans for the Council to fail to provide sufficient housing before allowing
development to occur at villages. Such an approach is at odds with the NPPF and the approach to achieving
sustainable development.
Land east of Broadway, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes is promoting a circa 3.5ha site located to the south of the village, located behind development off
Main Street (see enclosed plan) for residential development.
The site was the subject of an outline planning application (ref 16/03170/AOP) and a dismissed appeal (ref 3169545)
for 82 dwellings.
The appeal Inspector concluded that thatproposed development would result in a significant harmful impact on the
character and appearance of the landscape and setting of Grendon Underwood.
However, in Common Ground, the Council accepted that:
* *The site is in a sustainable location for housing development in principle,
* *Grendon Underwood has a range of services and facilities that make it a sustainable location for housing,
* *The provision of 82 dwellings at the village was acceptable in principle,
* *There are no technical reasons (e.g. agricultural land, highway, ecology, flooding or drainage) that would prevent the
development
The appeal Inspector did not reach a different conclusion on the above points. Thus, the acceptability of the site in
principle to provide housing,is firmly established.
Given our comments regarding the need to increase the housing requirement andthe futureneed to increase housing
numbers in response to the standardised methodology, we suggest thatadditional sites need to be allocated in the
VALP and the site should be identified for residential development.
In response to concerns raised by the Inspector we have enlarged the site areafrom that of the application and appeal
to include additional land to the southso that:
* *Residential developmentparcelsretainand respondto the Public Right of Way
* *Views from the PROW of the church retained
* *Additional public open space and landscaping is provided, to create a stronger landscape screento the site and
village edge
* *Public open space adjoining the existing playing fields and playground
As such, the landscape harm that the Inspector identified can be reduced, and the site canhelp meet the housing
shortfall.
A framework plan showing the enlarged site area and a suggestion of how development could be provided on the site is
submitted.
We consider that medium villages should deliver more housing development than the Plan currently proposes and that
this site presents an ideal opportunity to help meet housing need. The site is deliverable and can come forward very
quickly.
Land to the south of Darley's Close, Grendon Underwood
Edward Ware Homes also has an interest in land south of Darley's Close. All, or part of this site could be allocated for
residential development.
The site adjoins the existing settlement boundary and is in close proximity to local services.
D2
Policy D2 is too restrictive and seeks to limit development on sites not allocated by the Development Plan to 'small
scale areas' within built up areas. There is no definition of 'small scale' and we would suggest that in any case, trying to
establish a definition would be fruitless as one would expect different definitions depending upon whether a site is in a
village or one of the strategic settlements.
The supporting text at paragraph 4.122 says that unallocated sites will not normally be permitted on the basis that the
level of growth is being met by proposed allocations. But the housing requirement should be expressed as a minimum
figure and the NPPF is very clear that a fundamental objective of the planning system is to boost housing supply.
The policy is therefore unclear, inappropriate and unjustified and is likely to restrict development that constitutes
sustainable development.
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The policy does allow flexibility for sites to come forward where delivery of housing is failing, but we consider that it is
not appropriate for the VALP policies to plan to fail. The NPPF is very clear that the emphasis should be to meet the full
objectively assessed needs.
In addition, the policy states that additional development will 'only' be permitted where housing delivery is not being
maintained. This does not allow for the proper balancing exercise to be undertaken whereby positive material
considerations should be balanced against any conflict with the Development Plan.
Criterion e) requires that development should not 'adversely affect its character and appearance '. However, all
development is likely to result in some harm, however limited that harm is.
Similarly, in respect to criteria f)and g), it will not always possible to retain all natural features on a site or have no
adverse impact on environmental assets. Therefore, the policy should be worded flexibly to take account of this.
H6
Optional Standards
Policy H6 proposes that all new residential development should meet Category 2 of Approved Document M, that 10%
of market housing should meet Category 3 and 15% of affordable housing should meet Category 3.
NPPG (56-002) requires that these optional standards can only be justified where the Local Planning Authority has
gathered evidence to demonstrate the need.
Whilst the HEDNA suggests that these needs are likely to increase, there is no justification currently for requiring 10%
of market housing to meet Category 3 in response to the need for 2.3%; or for requiring that 15% of affordable housing
should meet Category 3 in response to the need for 7.1%.
Furthermore, the provision of extra care units has not been tested in the Viability Assessment and as such the effects
of this policy are unknown.
The opportunity for such extra care accommodation could be provided at the new settlement/s once these are identified
in the early review.
The policy encourages specialist types of housing at 'all residential schemes'. This appears to leave sufficient flexibility
but we are concerned that the policy approach is 'subject to taking account of viability'. This suggests that even very
small schemes may have to disprove that it cannot include specialist housing.
Such provision should be supported within policy but there is currently no justification for the levels of provision
identified in Policy H6
S2
Policy S2 makes provision for a total of 27,400 homes. The VALP should make provision for at least 33,350 homes to
address the rounded OAN (of 24,000), the rounded unmet need (of 8,950) and the unmet need of Luton (of 400).
These figures will almost certainly increase significantly, once the standardised methodology becomes part of national
policy and so additional provision should be supported or planned for (including through early review). The standardised
methodology identifies an annual local housing need of 1,499 in Aylesbury Vale and 3,039 across Buckinghamshire.
This compares to the proposed annual housing requirement of 970 in Aylesbury Vale and 2,310 across
Buckinghamshire.
Therefore additional mechanisms will need to be identified now to address the resultant shortfall. This will need to
include the identification of new sites in the Plan and through the proposed early review.
The wording of the policy will also need to be reviewed, as it states that provision will be made for 27,400 homes when
paragraph 3.17 identifies that 29,016 homes have already been identified. This means that the policy as drafted will be
ineffective and that it will be instantly obsolete.
The policy identifies only 1,095 dwellings to be delivered at the 19 medium villages. The medium villages are therefore
accommodating quite limited growth and we consider that this figure, referred to by criterion 'h)', should be expressed
as a minimum figure.
Presenting the figure as a minimum is important because, as stated above, the housing requirement is likely to
increase and additional housing sites will need to be found.
Relatively limited growth is being proposed at the medium village and we consider that additional sites exist at these
villages to support their sustainable growth and also help deliver the required housing. Sites at medium villages can
make an important contribution to early housing delivery as they provide a different product to larger urban extensions
and can often be quicker to deliver.
Paragraph 3.16 states that the future growth of medium villages reflects the capacity of these settlements to
accommodate development. We question what this capacity is based on. For example, the Settlement Hierarchy
(September 2017) evidence paper confirms Grendon Underwood to have a population of 1,111 and to meet 7 of the
sustainability criteria.
In comparison, Maids Moreton has a population of 847 and meets 6 criteria, yet 170 dwellings are to be allocated at the
settlement.
T7
We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Furthermore, whilst we support the move toward electric vehicles, our experience is that trying to require this via
planning policy is problematic. For example, there is no single 'charging point' design and different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues on sites when the properties are sold can cause problems
for the routing/laying out of charging cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems with electricity billing
and management of parking spaces for EV vehicles.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly. Wireless charging is being developed for example, destination charging is increasingly important
and it is also predicted that people will own and drive cars differently in the future.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.
Summary:

We are concerned that the viability of providing electric charging points has not been assessed.
Our experience is that trying to require this via planning policy is problematic. For example, different vehicles use
different charging plug types. Future land ownership issues can cause problems for the routing/laying out of charging
cables, and requiring communal charging creates problems.
In addition, EV technology is also moving very quickly and any local plan policy that is too specific is likely to become
outdated very quickly.
Consumers are also buying EV's in ever greater numbers, and it is not considered necessary, or appropriate, for
planning policy to be over prescriptive in this regard.

Change to Plan

Policy T7 should 'encourage the provision of infrastructure for electric vehicles, at the rate set out in the design SPD'.
This change would allow policy to reflect changing technology and allow flexibility for future proofing.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This Policy is welcomed.
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See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

this section of the Plan should be titled "Historic and Built Environment" to reflect more fully the matters it covers. The
terms "built environment" and "historic environment" are not interchangeable; not all heritage assets are built and the
National Planning Policy Framework refers to the historic environment (distinguishing it from the built environment in
paragraph 7) and even includes a specific definition of the historic environment.
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Summary:

Paragraphs 8.1 - 8.39
we welcome these paragraphs as a very comprehensive setting out and explanation of heritage considerations in the
planning process as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for
enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework,
but have comments on some of the paragraphs.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2151 - 29487 - 8.4 - None

2151

Object

8. Built Environment

8.4

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

not all designated heritage assets enjoy statutory protection - registered historic parks and gardens and registered
battlefields, whilst the inclusion on the respective registers is a material consideration in the planning process, they do
not enjoy statutory protection.
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Halton has a number of listed buildings which need to be preserved. The plan does not detail how this will be achieved.

Summary:

Halton has a number of listed buildings which need to be preserved. The plan does not detail how this will be achieved.
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detail how listed buildings will be preserved
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Summary:

we consider that it would be helpful for the Plan to explain that some non-scheduled archaeological remains may
demonstrably be of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments, as part of the positive strategy for the
conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs
126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Dear Sirs
Re: Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017) Response
The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017) reflects what the Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society has previously
submitted in earlier versions of the Plan. Between pages 211 and 217, a coherent framework is set out for dealing with
heritage assets to establish the formal policy BE1. It is particularly heartening that the Plan has taken on board the
concept of protecting non-designated heritage assets during the planning process.
It is appreciated that non-designated heritage assets present complexities to the planning process for the simple
reason they are often unknown, unexpected and even inconvenient. Their importance, however, cannot be
underestimated as they contribute to local and regional perceptions of heritage which in turn have potential future
economic impacts for the development of leisure and tourism.
We have a concern about non-designated heritage assets of archaeological significance within the Plan and urge that
the following suggested amendments are included in the final version.
Paragraph 8.22: delete the words `is a building and structure'.
We would argue the criteria for defining significance in relation to non-designated heritage assets should apply equally
to buildings, structures and archaeological remains, whether they be above or below the surface of the ground.
Paragraph 8.32: this paragraph needs development to include
(a) The definition of archaeological interest needs to correspond with the definition set out in the NPPF Glossary in
Annex 2. This reads `There will be archaeological interest in a heritage asset if it holds, or potentially may hold,
evidence of past human activity worthy of expert investigation at some point. Heritage assets with archaeological
interest are the primary source of evidence about the substance and evolution of places, and of the people and cultures
that made them.'
(b) The identification of the archaeological interest of archaeological sites and historic buildings both above and below
the surface of the land should be made in conjunction with the Buckinghamshire County Council Archaeological
Service (or any successor organisation), who should take into account the County Council Historic Environment Record
and any other relevant information.
We would be grateful if you could adopt these suggestions within the final plan. It is appreciated that the interface
between contemporary times and the past is an ongoing compromise, but a society that does not understand from
whence it came is unable to comfortably plan its future.
Yours faithfully,
Nigel Robert Wilson
Council Member
Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society.

Summary:

We have a concern about non-designated heritage assets of archaeological significance within the Plan and urge that
the following suggested amendments are included in the final version.
Paragraph 8.22: delete the words `is a building and structure'.
We would argue the criteria for defining significance in relation to non-designated heritage assets should apply equally
to buildings, structures and archaeological remains, whether they be above or below the surface of the ground.
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Dear Sirs
Re: Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017) Response
The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017) reflects what the Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society has previously
submitted in earlier versions of the Plan. Between pages 211 and 217, a coherent framework is set out for dealing with
heritage assets to establish the formal policy BE1. It is particularly heartening that the Plan has taken on board the
concept of protecting non-designated heritage assets during the planning process.
It is appreciated that non-designated heritage assets present complexities to the planning process for the simple
reason they are often unknown, unexpected and even inconvenient. Their importance, however, cannot be
underestimated as they contribute to local and regional perceptions of heritage which in turn have potential future
economic impacts for the development of leisure and tourism.
We have a concern about non-designated heritage assets of archaeological significance within the Plan and urge that
the following suggested amendments are included in the final version.
Paragraph 8.22: delete the words `is a building and structure'.
We would argue the criteria for defining significance in relation to non-designated heritage assets should apply equally
to buildings, structures and archaeological remains, whether they be above or below the surface of the ground.
Paragraph 8.32: this paragraph needs development to include
(a) The definition of archaeological interest needs to correspond with the definition set out in the NPPF Glossary in
Annex 2. This reads `There will be archaeological interest in a heritage asset if it holds, or potentially may hold,
evidence of past human activity worthy of expert investigation at some point. Heritage assets with archaeological
interest are the primary source of evidence about the substance and evolution of places, and of the people and cultures
that made them.'
(b) The identification of the archaeological interest of archaeological sites and historic buildings both above and below
the surface of the land should be made in conjunction with the Buckinghamshire County Council Archaeological
Service (or any successor organisation), who should take into account the County Council Historic Environment Record
and any other relevant information.
We would be grateful if you could adopt these suggestions within the final plan. It is appreciated that the interface
between contemporary times and the past is an ongoing compromise, but a society that does not understand from
whence it came is unable to comfortably plan its future.
Yours faithfully,
Nigel Robert Wilson
Council Member
Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society.

Summary:

We have a concern about non-designated heritage assets of archaeological significance within the Plan and urge that
the following suggested amendments are included in the final version.
Paragraph 8.32: this paragraph needs development to include
(a) The definition of archaeological interest needs to correspond with the definition set out in the NPPF Glossary in
Annex 2. This reads `There will be archaeological interest in a heritage asset if it holds, or potentially may hold,
evidence of past human activity worthy of expert investigation at some point. Heritage assets with archaeological
interest are the primary source of evidence about the substance and evolution of places, and of the people and cultures
that made them.'
(b) The identification of the archaeological interest of archaeological sites and historic buildings both above and below
the surface of the land should be made in conjunction with the Buckinghamshire County Council Archaeological
Service (or any successor organisation), who should take into account the County Council Historic Environment Record
and any other relevant information.
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Summary:

this does not accord with the definition of "archaeological interest" in the National Planning Policy Framework; "There
will be archaeological interest in a heritage asset if it holds, or potentially may hold, evidence of past human activity
worthy of expert
investigation at some point. Heritage assets with archaeological interest are the
primary source of evidence about the substance and evolution of places, and of
the people and cultures that made them." This paragraph should therefore be amended in order for the Plan to accord
with the Framework.
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Object

8. Built Environment

8.38

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Paragraph 126 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires the positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of the historic environment to include heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

Paragraph 126 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires the positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of the historic environment to include heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats.
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire Archaelogical Society (Mr Nigel
Wilson) [29787]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs
Re: Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017) Response
The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017) reflects what the Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society has previously
submitted in earlier versions of the Plan. Between pages 211 and 217, a coherent framework is set out for dealing with
heritage assets to establish the formal policy BE1. It is particularly heartening that the Plan has taken on board the
concept of protecting non-designated heritage assets during the planning process.
It is appreciated that non-designated heritage assets present complexities to the planning process for the simple
reason they are often unknown, unexpected and even inconvenient. Their importance, however, cannot be
underestimated as they contribute to local and regional perceptions of heritage which in turn have potential future
economic impacts for the development of leisure and tourism.
We have a concern about non-designated heritage assets of archaeological significance within the Plan and urge that
the following suggested amendments are included in the final version.
Paragraph 8.22: delete the words `is a building and structure'.
We would argue the criteria for defining significance in relation to non-designated heritage assets should apply equally
to buildings, structures and archaeological remains, whether they be above or below the surface of the ground.
Paragraph 8.32: this paragraph needs development to include
(a) The definition of archaeological interest needs to correspond with the definition set out in the NPPF Glossary in
Annex 2. This reads `There will be archaeological interest in a heritage asset if it holds, or potentially may hold,
evidence of past human activity worthy of expert investigation at some point. Heritage assets with archaeological
interest are the primary source of evidence about the substance and evolution of places, and of the people and cultures
that made them.'
(b) The identification of the archaeological interest of archaeological sites and historic buildings both above and below
the surface of the land should be made in conjunction with the Buckinghamshire County Council Archaeological
Service (or any successor organisation), who should take into account the County Council Historic Environment Record
and any other relevant information.
We would be grateful if you could adopt these suggestions within the final plan. It is appreciated that the interface
between contemporary times and the past is an ongoing compromise, but a society that does not understand from
whence it came is unable to comfortably plan its future.
Yours faithfully,
Nigel Robert Wilson
Council Member
Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society.

Summary:

The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2017) reflects what the Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society has previously
submitted in earlier versions of the Plan. Between pages 211 and 217, a coherent framework is set out for dealing with
heritage assets to establish the formal policy BE1. It is particularly heartening that the Plan has taken on board the
concept of protecting non-designated heritage assets during the planning process.
It is appreciated that non-designated heritage assets present complexities to the planning process for the simple
reason they are often unknown, unexpected and even inconvenient. Their importance, however, cannot be
underestimated as they contribute to local and regional perceptions of heritage which in turn have potential future
economic impacts for the development of leisure and tourism.
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Respondent: Whaddon Parish Council (Ms Suzanne Lindsey)
[30440]

Agent:

Full Text:

Whaddon PC support.

Summary:

Whaddon PC support.
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Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The heritage assets of Halton have not been fully considered in the plan.

Summary:

The heritage assets of Halton have not been fully considered in the plan.

Change to Plan

A detailed review of heritage assets in Halton is required
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Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Bovis Homes recognise the overarching principle of safeguarding heritage assets. However, the requirement to
preserve the historic interest of archaeological remains in situ is too prescriptive with the result that it could prevent
otherwise sustainable development. The policy should simply require an appropriate desk based assessment and,
where necessary, field evaluation that would then determine the appropriate mitigation required taking account of the
merits of the proposed development (NPPF paras. 128 and 129).
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy BE1, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is
inconsistent with national policy.

Summary:

Bovis Homes recognise the overarching principle of safeguarding heritage assets. However, the requirement to
preserve the historic interest of archaeological remains in situ is too prescriptive with the result that it could prevent
otherwise sustainable development. The policy should simply require an appropriate desk based assessment and,
where necessary, field evaluation that would then determine the appropriate mitigation required taking account of the
merits of the proposed development (NPPF paras. 128 and 129).
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy BE1, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is
inconsistent with national policy.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy.
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Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Does not apply the policy test set out in relation to non-designated heritage assets - and applying a balanced
judgement in relation to the scale of the harm of significance of the asset.
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy needs to be re-considered in light of the requirements of the NPPF and NPPG. For example the policy
states that development will not be permitted if it causes harm to the character or appearance of conservation areas or
their settings. This is inconsistent with chapter 12 of the NPPF. An example of where the Local Plan allows for the
balancing approach to take place is Policy NE1 (first sentence). The Council should re-consider all policies in the plan
in this context.
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The policy is inconsistent with the NPPF para 128 and 133. Also requiring an archaeological evaluation in all cases
does not seem justifiable and onerous.

Change to Plan

Policy BE2 final two lines change the phrase 'will be required' and replace with 'may be required'. Also the wording of
sub section (b) is inconsistent with the NPPF para 133 and there is some duplication of the NPPF here. Also the
phrase' Where a development proposals is likely to affect a designated heritage asset and or its setting, the
significance of the heritage asset and the impact of the proposal must be fully assessed and supported in the
submission of an application' is inconsistent with NPPF para 128 which emphasises proportionality rather than 'fully
assessed'.
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Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

As drafted, we do not consider Policy BE1 to be an adequate strategic policy to deliver the conservation and
enhancement of the historic environment. We also consider that it should be complemented by a development
management policy or policies to provide a clear indication to decision makers on how to react to a proposal.

Change to Plan

In addition, we consider that a development management policy (or policies) is necessary to provide a clear indication
of how a decision maker should react to a development proposal in accordance with paragraph 154 of the National
Planning Policy Framework and as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear
strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the Framework .
We consider that these development management policies for the historic environment should include criteria for
assessing the potential impact of development proposals on the significance of all relevant heritage assets: designated
assets such as listed buildings, Scheduled Monuments, conservation areas and Registered Historic Parks and
Gardens, and non-designated assets, such as those of local significance (as identified on local lists), archaeological
deposits (as identified on the Buckinghamshire Historic Environment Record and historic landscapes (as may be
identified in the Aylesbury Vale Historic Landscape Character Assessment/ Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape
Characterisation.
The policy or policies should set out those characteristics of each type of asset that the Council will expect a
development proposal to conserve and enhance.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG feels that the historic centre of the Town should be preserved from
inappropriate development and maintained as a key part of the Town's appeal to
visitors.
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

Suggested amendments to be1
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

We welcome paragraphs 8.40-8.45, particularly the recognition of
the historic environment as an important component of local distinctiveness and the
encouragement of development that respects the historic characteristics of its surroundings in paragraph 8.44 as part
of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic
environment required by the NPPF.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The paragraph should also refer to the AONB and to the well respected Chilterns Buildings Design Guide and
supplementary technical notes on brick, flint and roofing materials, available here www.chilternsaonb.org/conservationboard/planning-development/buildings-design-guidance.html

Summary:

The paragraph should also refer to the AONB and to the well respected Chilterns Buildings Design Guide and
supplementary technical notes on brick, flint and roofing materials, available here www.chilternsaonb.org/conservationboard/planning-development/buildings-design-guidance.html

Change to Plan

Amend as follows:
"This will be especially important in areas recognised for the landscape or townscape quality, i.e. the Chilterns AONB,
the designated Special Landscape Ares and conservation areas. For the AONB there is further advice in the Chilterns
Buildings Design Guide and supplementary technical notes on brick, flint and roofing materials, available at
www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development/buildings-design-guidance.html
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Respondent: Dandara Ltd (J Richards) [29417]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam,
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Representations to Proposed Submission VALP
Dandara Ltd for Land North of Aston Road and West of Stanbridge Road, Haddenham
Dandara Ltd purchased land located to the north of Aston Road and west of Stanbridge Road in Haddenham which
benefits from outline planning permission for the following description of development:
"Construction of 280 no. dwellings, including 35 no. age - restricted dwellings, with associated garages, parking, estate
roads, footways, pedestrian linkages, public open space, burial ground, community sports facility, strategic
landscaping, drainage and other associated works" (ref. 14/02666/AOP).
Reserved Matter applications have been submitted to the Council under refs. 17/01841/ADP and 17/04543/ADP for
four phases of development, with phases 1 and 2 due to commence on site in January 2018. These representations
therefore focus on policies which would potentially impact upon the deliverability and viability of the development.
We would comment on the following policies contained within the November 2017 Proposed Submission draft Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-33:
Dandara Ltd supports the objective of Policy H1 'Affordable Housing' seeking to secure a minimum of 25% affordable
housing associated with qualifying developments. Whilst we also support the objective of "the affordable homes will be
expected to be integrated throughout the development site", this should be applied flexibly taking into account the
objective of creating mixed communities and the realities and costs associated with future management by registered
providers. Our experience of the application of this policy is that the Council apply their 'clustering' policy of no more
than 15 affordable housing units rigidly, without considering how neighbourhoods or communities would develop
following scheme completion. As an example, affordable housing units that have a garden-to-garden relationship but do
not share a common street or approach should not automatically be considered as representing a 'cluster' as the
creation of mixed-tenure neighbourhoods are principally defined by the streets on which the houses are located, the
source of daily interaction with neighbours, rather than who one shares a rear garden boundary with. The supporting
text to the policy should recognise that any 'clustering' figure will be applied flexibly having regard to those communities
created following development and the principal day-to-day interactions that will result;
Policy H5 'Self/Custom Build Housing' will expect developments proposing 100 dwellings and above to provide a
percentage of serviced plots for sale to self / custom builders. Whilst the principle of supporting the self / custom build
industry is supported, any policy requirement should be informed by entries contained within the self-build and custom
housebuilding register alongside a consideration of deliverability and viability. If the Council is to require major
developments to include such plots, it is imperative that they can be brought forward in parallel with the main
development; do not conflict with the wider development in respect of scale, appearance or timescales; and are taken
into account from a viability perspective given that such plots would be provided at below market value;
Dandara Ltd is supportive of the wording associated with Policy H6 whereby housing mix contained within the most upto-date HEDNA "... are however a guide rather than a requirement as they may need to be varied on the basis of
specific circumstances or evidence" (para. 5.55). The Council should apply flexibility when considering housing mix on
individual sites including site specific considerations such as location, viability and market demand and whether the
delivery of a higher proportion of smaller dwellings within urban areas may allow for more family sized housing to be
delivered on Greenfield sites on the edge of urban areas and villages whilst maintaining close to the recommended
HEDNA mix across the District as a whole;
Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires "larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in
strategic settlements will be expected to provide an element of self-contained extra care dwellings as part of the overall
mix". The Council should ensure that the provision of extra care dwellings is fully taken into account within viability
assessments associated with individual sites especially considering other cumulative 'planning gain' requirements such
as affordable housing and self / custom build. It is noted that 'larger residential development schemes' in the policy
refers to more than 300 houses which is a definition that should be retained within supporting para. 5.61;
Likewise, Policy H6 'Housing Mix' requires a proportion of new homes in developments to achieve Category 2 and
Category 3 of Approved Document M: Volume 1 (Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings). Whilst such an objective is
supported, the Council should again consider any viability implications of such standards especially taking into account
the suite of 'planning gain' requirements including affordable housing, self / custom build and extra care provision. The
supporting policy and evidence base should be in full accordance with Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) para: 008, ref
ID: 56-008-20160519;
Policy H7 'Dwelling Sizes' is unevidenced and in conflict with national policy. If the Council is proposing a policy relating
to 'dwelling sizes', any standard should accord with the 'Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space
Standard' (March 2015). PPG is clear that "where a Local Planning Authority (or qualifying body) wishes to require an
internal space standard, they should only do so by reference in their Local Plan to the nationally described space

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1333 - 29417 - BE2 Design of new development - iii, iv

1333

Object

8. Built Environment

BE2 Design of new development

standard" (para: 018, ref ID: 56-018-20150327). Policy H7 should therefore be deleted or amended to refer to nationally
described space standards;
Dandara Ltd supports the principle of Policy BE2 'Design of New Development' requiring consideration of "the local
distinctiveness and vernacular character of the locality". When considering local distinctiveness and vernacular
character the supporting text should make clear that this includes all surrounding development not simply those
elements of the townscape that the Council consider to be 'higher quality'. Our experience with the Authority is that they
adopt a very narrow definition of local distinctiveness and vernacular character which often does not consider the broad
range of building styles, materials and ages but rather focuses on those elements, most notably Conservation Areas or
listed buildings, that the Council consider should be given elevated weight rather than considered as part of a balanced
assessment of the collective character of the locality.
In summary, we consider that the Proposed Submission VALP is currently unsound as not being 'effective' due to the
potential viability implications of individual policies - affordable housing, self / custom build, accessibility standards,
extra care - not being considered cumulatively. In addition, we consider that Policy H7 is not 'consistent with national
policy' by suggesting the application of an internal space standard not in accordance with the nationally described
version.
I trust these representations are of interest and if you need any additional information or clarification on the points
contained herein, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully,
John Richards,
Associate Director, Planning
Summary:

Object, BE2: supports principle of policy requiring consideration of local distinctiveness and vernacular character of
locality. Should clarify this includes surrounding development, not just elements considered by Council as 'higher
quality'. Experience with Authority is that they adopt a narrow definition of local distinctiveness. Doesn't consider range
of building styles, materials and ages. Focuses on elements Council considers should be given higher weight, notably
Conservation Areas or listed buildings.
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Respondent: Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern
Manufacturing Ltd [32289]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Bellway Homes Ltd, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern Manufacturing Ltd and their interests in
land west of AVDLP allocation BU.1 (BUC043), Moreton Road, Buckingham please find attached our representation.
This comments on policies S2, D2, B-BUC043, H1, H5, H6 and BE2.

Summary:

This policy requires new development to follow the guidance in the Council's design SPD. The preceding paragraph
(8.45), indicates the SPD is yet to have been completed. In order to fully understand the implications of the policy the
SPD should be made available for consultation now, or reference to the SPD in the policy should be omitted.
Reference to this unpublished SPD is also made in policies T5 (Vehicle parking) and T7 (Electric vehicle infrastructure).

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1355_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1359 - 32254 - BE2 Design of new development - None

1359

Object

8. Built Environment

BE2 Design of new development

Respondent: Taylor Wimpey South Midlands [32254]

Agent:

Armstrong Rigg Planning (Mr Roger Welchman)
[29866]

Full Text:

On behalf of our clients Taylor Wimpey South Midlands in relation to interests in land South of Weston Road, Great
Horwood please find attached our representations to the VALP. This includes comments on S2, D2, Delivering the
allocated sites at Medium Villages, H1 and BE2

Summary:

This policy requires new development to follow the guidance in the Council's design SPD. The preceding paragraph
(8.45), indicates the SPD is yet to have been completed. In order to fully understand the implications of the policy the
SPD should be made available for consultation now, or reference to the SPD in the policy should be omitted.
Reference to this unpublished SPD is also made in policies T5 (vehicle parking) and T7 (electric vehicle infrastructure).
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Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
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Respondent: Sport England (South East Region) (Office
Manager) [32419]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the proposed changes to the above Plan.
Evidence base
Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that
the Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
Without this evidence the Council's planning policies could be found unsound. This is because of the requirement for
the plan's policies to be justified and consistent with national policy. This includes any allocation of existing playing
field or sports facilities for development and the justification of policies where new sports facilities development are
required in policies to meet the needs of new development as without the evidence base, these policies may not be
justified or accord with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Sport England confirms that we may wish to appear at the public inquiry with regard to the evidence base and our
further comments below;
Aylesbury Vale Garden town
The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
Site Allocation Policies:
The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
It is noted that the site at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2) is close to existing playing fields. Sport England has not
looked at this specific allocation but for any of the new housing development site allocations, where they are close to
existing playing fields, the Council should ensure that new homes are not planned in locations where they are at risk
from ball strike (this is a particular issue for cricket). This issue could potentially be covered in the Council's design
guidance SPD. Please contact Sport England for more information on this if required.
Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
HAL003 - RAF Halton - Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be
protected from development (in accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
For avoidance of doubt, Sport England objects to the allocation of any existing sports facilities including playing field for
development without replacement facilities being brought forward through the local plan. Please could you contact
Sport England to discuss any such allocations at the earliest opportunity. Any allocations of sports facilities for
development must meet the tests set out in the bullet points of paragraph 74. Without this information the allocation
may not be consistent with national policy and the plan could subsequently be found unsound.
Para 8.45/Policy BE2 - Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active
Design principles and guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
Policy I2 - Sports and Recreation - final paragraph - This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed
development'. If a development contribution cannot be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the
Council should consider whether or not the planning application should be refused. Requirements for planning
contributions should be justified using the evidence base for sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
Sport England would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further, please contact my colleague Mark
Furnish, who is copied into this email (Tel: 020 7273 1631).
Regards
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Vicky
Summary:

Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active Design principles and
guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

Requiring all new developments to follow the guidance in adopted design guides effectively elevates the SPD or similar
to policy. The policy must be amended to indicate developments must demonstrate how they have considered such
design guides. Similarly, the space standards between dwellings are better placed in SPD, as opposed to the Local
Plan.
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Respondent: The Hampden Fields Consortium [32336]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Mark Owen) [32337]

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

Noting Draft Policy BE2 (Design of New Development), which HFC support, the Hampden Fields
proposals reflect the characteristics of its surroundings and add to the built quality of the area. The
physical layout and structure of Hampden Fields has given careful consideration including landscape
buffers to ensure separation with existing settlements, in particular the village of Weston Turville.
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Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome Policy BE2.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

Feedback from the public stresses the need for the appropriate use of materials and
sound design principles for all development within the Town.
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Object

8. Built Environment

BE2 Design of new development

Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

Suggested amendments to BE2

Change to Plan
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Object

8. Built Environment

BE2 Design of new development

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

The intention is that there will be an SPD document produced under this policy. There is no mention either in the policy
or the policy explanation that explains how such documents in existing NDPs are to be treated. it is attempting to be a
District-wide policy that differs according to the area of the district to which it pertains specifically in BE2 (b). This
requires clarity as to how existing and future NDPs co-exist here.

Change to Plan
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BE2 Design of new development

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Councillor Robin
Stuchbury) [32366]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment

Summary:

The intention is that there will be an SPD document produced under this policy. There is no mention either in the policy
or the policy explanation that explains how such documents in existing NDPs are to be treated. it is attempting to be a
District-wide policy that differs according to the area of the district to which it pertains specifically in BE2 (b). This
requires clarity as to how existing and future NDPs co-exist here.
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Support

8. Built Environment

BE3 Protection of the amenity of residents

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
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Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.

Change to Plan
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Support

8. Built Environment

BE3 Protection of the amenity of residents

Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.

Change to Plan

N/A
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8. Built Environment

BE3 Protection of the amenity of residents

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

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

BE3 Protection of the amenity of residents

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

These policies are welcomed, but given that the RAF Halton site is the main housing
proposed the SG would expect that the Masterplan for the site would take account of
all the local views emerging through the WNP process, and appropriate professional
advice on the design standards, and densities, of the housing on the site whether
conversions or new build.
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Object

8. Built Environment

BE4 Density of new development

Respondent: Lands Improvement Holdings Plc [28198]

Agent:

Indigo Planning Limited (Mr Michael Wood) [32169]

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation

Summary:

Paragraph 8.48 is the supporting text to policy BE4 and confirms that government policy is to
make best use of what land is available, and central to Policy BE4 is the need to use land
efficiently. This is not reflected in the policy as drafted. This central objective should be
reflected in the drafting of the policy.

Change to Plan

central objective should be
reflected in the drafting of the policy.

S2, AGT1, S2, S9, D1, H1, H6, H7, BE4
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1340

Object

8. Built Environment

BE4 Density of new development

Respondent: Gleeson Strategic Land [32263]

Agent:

Full Text:

Nexus Planning Ltd (Mr Steven Doel) [29880]

Representations to Policy BE4 'Density of New Development'
1. We welcome acknowledgement within Policy BE4 that the density of developments will be determined on a site-bysite basis. However, we object to the generic requirement that higher density development should be situated towards
the centre of sites with lower density towards the rural edge.
2. The above approach may be generally accepted design good practice but the Council's proposed allocation on land
at South West Aylesbury is unusual in this regard as, rather than having a countryside edge, its edge will in fact be
created by theHS2 railway line (when constructed). This means that the site has a hard urban edge both to the east
(the existing urban edge of Aylesbury) and to the west (HS2). As a consequence this means that the approach to
design and density throughout the site is different to the norm - with a higher density of development appropriate
towards the western edge of the allocation (adjacent to HS2). This is a principle that is agreed with the Council but
which, as drafted, would conflict with Policy BE4.
3. As a consequence, this policy should be amended to overtly allow for exceptions to the general principle identified.
Changes Sought
4. Amend Policy BE4 to state that higher density areas should "...in normal circumstances" be located towards the
centre of the site.

Summary:

Object, BE4:
That higher density on the edge of the South West Aylesbury site is acceptable and that the policy should be amended
to reflect that.

Change to Plan

Changes Sought
4. Amend Policy BE4 to state that higher density areas should "...in normal circumstances" be located towards the
centre of the site.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Doel, Steven 29880 (GSL) Policy BE 4.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1373 - 30449 - BE4 Density of new development - None

1373

Support

8. Built Environment

BE4 Density of new development

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
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Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".

Change to Plan

N/A
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Object

8. Built Environment

BE4 Density of new development

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

Although we support the fact that the Policy is not prescriptive , the requirement for the density to reflect those of the
surrounding is overly restrictive. We recommend that the wording should be changed to 'consider' their surroundings.

Change to Plan

We recommend the policy is amended as follows 'Densities will be considered on s site'by'site basis. Proposed
development should consider the surrounding context and should seek to optimise the potential of the site to
accommodate development'.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1842 - 29947 - BE4 Density of new development - i, ii, iii, iv

1842

Object

8. Built Environment

BE4 Density of new development

Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

he policy lacks any specific detail and contains little for decision makers to assess a proposal against. The NPPF
(Paragraph 47) is clear that local planning authorities should set out their own approach to housing density to reflect
local circumstances which this policy does not achieve. This policy therefore either needs amending to include more
specific guidance or should be deleted as it is not currently in an effective form.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.
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BE4 Density of new development

Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".

Change to Plan

N/A
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BE4 Density of new development

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

These policies are welcomed, but given that the RAF Halton site is the main housing
proposed the SG would expect that the Masterplan for the site would take account of
all the local views emerging through the WNP process, and appropriate professional
advice on the design standards, and densities, of the housing on the site whether
conversions or new build.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

All protected sites need an area around them in order to function without impact from development and it is to be hoed
that this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.

Summary:

All protected sites need an area around them in order to function without impact from development and it is to be hoed
that this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: AOTRA (Mr Adrian Harford) [28821]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Policy NE1 gives protection to 'ancient' trees. 'Ancient' is not defined but the NPPF uses the term 'Veteran' trees, which
it defines as a tree which, because of its great age, size or condition is of exceptional value for the wildlife, in the
landscape, or culturally. The word 'ancient' should therefore be replaced with 'veteran' in Policy NE1.
Policy NE9 gives protection both to any 'trees' and 'veteran trees'. The reference to 'veteran trees' here is unnecessary
duplication and so it should be deleted.

Summary:

Policy NE1 gives protection to 'ancient' trees. 'Ancient' is not defined but the NPPF uses the term 'Veteran' trees, which
it defines as a tree which, because of its great age, size or condition is of exceptional value for the wildlife, in the
landscape, or culturally. The word 'ancient' should therefore be replaced with 'veteran' in Policy NE1.
Policy NE9 gives protection both to any 'trees' and 'veteran trees'. The reference to 'veteran trees' here is unnecessary
duplication and so it should be deleted.

Change to Plan

Replace the word 'ancient' with the word 'veteran' in Policy NE1 and delete the words "the Council" included in error in
the first paragraph.
Delete the words 'veteran trees' from the third paragraph of Policy NE9.
Insert the following at the end of Policy NE9:- "Tree Preservation Orders will be made where necessary to secure the
retention of important trees or woodlands.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The title is unclear, it could refer to other protected sites eg historic environment or protected employment sites. NE1
does not reflect the increased weight being given to ancient woodland and veteran trees.
NE1 should not just be about SSSIs, ancient woodland and ancient trees, it should establish a hierarchy including
European sites (SACs) and assign them appropriate weight, in order to follow the advice in NPPF Para 113
"Distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites, so that
protection is commensurate with their status and gives appropriate weight to their importance"

Summary:

The title is unclear, it could refer to other protected sites eg historic environment or protected employment sites. NE1
does not reflect the increased weight being given to ancient woodland and veteran trees.
NE1 should not just be about SSSIs, ancient woodland and ancient trees, it should establish a hierarchy including
European sites (SACs) and assign them appropriate weight, in order to follow the advice in NPPF Para 113
"Distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites, so that
protection is commensurate with their status and gives appropriate weight to their importance"

Change to Plan

Alter policy title to "NE1 Protected biodiversity sites"
Reduce duplication in the policy.
Toughen the stance on ancient woodland and ancient trees, they are irreplaceable.
Delete "the impacts to the site are clearly out weighed by the benefits of the development."

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes
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Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Rowntree Neil 29534 BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP December 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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Summary:

NE1 Protected sites

All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG generally welcomes the above Policies and looks to develop its own local
policies to enhance and protect the green environment appropriately.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.
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Sound?
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Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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Respondent: Mr Stuart Twigg [29069]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Little consideration given to wilflife

Summary:

Little consideration given to wilflife

Change to Plan

With The Skylark population in decline, apart from the observed population within the Hampden Fields development
area. Three breeding pairs have been observed but will not survive in the planned green corridor as that habitat is not
appropriate for survival.
Species of bats, living within that site range far an wide including in to Bedgrove Park. Their habitat in mature trees will
be eradicated with no suitable homes available in mature trees.
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9.14

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

For the purposes of clarity and accuracy the first sentences of this paragraph should be
reworded as it is not true. A very small number of species mostly rely on buildings for
parts of their lifecycle, e.g. swifts, however they are not "entirely dependent". This
section should also be more specific to give the reader information, and provide
examples of the species you are referring to.

Change to Plan

For the purposes of clarity and accuracy the first sentences of this paragraph should be
reworded as it is not true. A very small number of species mostly rely on buildings for
parts of their lifecycle, e.g. swifts, however they are not "entirely dependent". This
section should also be more specific to give the reader information, and provide
examples of the species you are referring to.
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Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
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Object

9. Natural Environment

9.17

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

The highlighted phrase sounds like there will be no net gain. For the purposes of clarity and accuracy please can a
comma be added or it be rephrased so that it is clear what it means?

Change to Plan

Paragraph 9.17
This paragraph states:
"In order to achieve criterion (a) of the policy below, a supplementary planning
document (SPD) will be prepared, working with the other Buckinghamshire councils, on a mechanism to achieve 'no
net loss and net gain'. The SPD will consider the
possibilities of adopting a biometrics calculator to quantify gains and losses and
consider the threshold of development this should apply to, how the system will be
managed and monitored."
The highlighted phrase sounds like there will be no net gain. For the purposes of clarity and accuracy please can a
comma be added or it be rephrased so that it is clear what it means?

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The RSPB welcomes and strongly supports Policy NE2 as an appropriately rigorous, detailed and sensible response to
halting the further loss of biodiversity from the District due to development. Such losses are well documented. We are
pleased to note that the policy is consistent with the suggestions previously made by the RSPB in respect of the draft
Local Plan, in September 2016 (namely, to require all new development to achieve a net gain in biodiversity, and to
adhere to the "mitigation hierarchy" set out in NPPF section 118). See copy of letter attached, dated 19 September
2016.
While not strictly relevant to this consultation we feel it is worth highlighting the importance for AVDC of retaining
access to independent ecological expertise. AVDC is one of a diminishing number of local authorities with such
expertise retained within its staff team. The success of Kingsbrook for one example has been in significant measure
due to AVDC's in-house ecological expertise.
We also feel obliged to point out, however, that for as long AVDC declines to provide funding to enable records of Local
Wildlife Sites and Biological Notification Sites to be properly surveyed and updated, the weaker its position will become
in resisting speculative development that is likely to have direct or indirect impacts on such sites. The Council will
instead become ever more reliant on developers' own assessments of the significance of the impact of their own
proposals (which realistically almost always under-play the significance of the impact, and over-play the certainty with
which such impacts can be mitigated or compensated for). The Council's ability to discharge its legal obligations in
respect of the conservation of biodiversity may thereby be eroded over time, and while organisations like the RSPB will
do what we can to support the Council's decisions with evidence, we are not able to replace a properly resourced
biological/LWS recording and designation system in Aylesbury Vale.
Finally, with any future biodiversity SPD in mind (as outlined in paragraph 9.17 of the Plan) and in relation to the
reference to "biodiversity accounting" in clause (a) of Policy NE2, we offer the following thoughts on achieving true net
gain in biodiversity, and recommended approaches to biodiversity offsetting. We raise these points not because a
change to the Local Plan is required, but because in the end, the successful implementation of policy NE2 will require
significant further detail to be developed and applied through SPD.
There are many tools available around net gain, and offsetting is often seen as a part of this. Such tools must be
statutorily underpinned, with proper application of the mitigation hierarchy to result in a true net gain for biodiversity
rather than undermining it. Approaches to net gain must be applied outside statutory designated sites, where existing
and more robust protections already apply. Such approaches must be compatible with and not alternative to regulatory
standards relating to statutory designated sites. Furthermore, development near statutory designated sites should be
required to pass an additionality test that recognizes existing obligations to achieve and maintain favourable ecological
condition.
Proper understanding of the baseline environment is essential (considering the importance, condition and irreversibility
of existing habitat) and the mitigation hierarchy must be rigorously applied. This point underscores again the
importance of ensuring that good ecological advice remains available to the Council, and of funding a robust LWS/BNS
system in the Vale.
There should be standard methodology for assessing impact to ensure consistency across all developments and
monitoring what is actually delivered on the ground is key. It is also important to think about how habitats created for
wildlife will be managed for wildlife in perpetuity and protected from future development (ideally through policies in the
local plan). In short, habitat created to mitigate or compensate the damage caused by one development must not be
lost to other developments (or neglect) years later.
The results of Defra's biodiversity offsetting pilot projects (which the RSPB had serious concerns with) highlight that
considerable evidence gaps remain, particularly with regard to offset delivery and management.
Biodiversity offsetting should only ever be used for projects that have rigorously applied the mitigation hierarchy and
must always be a measure of last resort (i.e. after all efforts to avoid or mitigate harm through appropriate location and
design have been exhausted). Re-creating or restoring complex natural processes is inherently difficult and full of risk,
even where habitats are nominally seen as "replaceable". As such, in-situ conservation is always preferable.
Biodiversity offsetting is not appropriate in all circumstances, in particular where the risk of offset failure is high and/or
where offsetting is infeasible such as in the case of threatened species or 'irreplaceable' habitats such as ancient
woodlands. Part of the development of any offsetting system must include a systematic, evidence-led assessment of
the feasibility of restoring or creating habitats successfully, including for the species/species communities dependent
on them.

Summary:

The RSPB welcomes and strongly supports Policy NE2 as an appropriately rigorous, detailed and sensible response to
halting the further loss of biodiversity from the District due to development. In future, the Council's ability to deliver this
policy effectively will depend significantly on retaining in-house ecological expertise, and a properly resourced
biological/LWS recording and designation system in Aylesbury Vale, and on a well thought out and properly justified
system of biodiversity accounting.

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 658 - 29581 - NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity - None

658

Support

9. Natural Environment

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
RSPB letter 19-9-16_Redacted.pdf

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

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Bovis Homes support the overarching objective to protect and enhance biodiversity and the natural environment, but to
properly reflect the provisions of the NPPF (para 109), part (a) of Policy NE2 should seek to minimise impacts and
then, where possible, enhance biodiversity.
Similarly the application of an "exceptional circumstances" test to sites of regional or local importance in part (e) of the
Policy is unduly onerous and goes beyond the terms of the NPPF (paras. 113, 117 and 118) with the result that it could
prevent otherwise sustainable development. As such it does not reflect the positive approach to ecological
enhancement and sustainable development set out in the NPPF.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy NE1, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is
inconsistent with national policy.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy NE1, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent with national policy.

Change to Plan

Revise policy as follows:
- (a) "On green field sites proposals should minimise impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity
where possible by ....."
- (d) "will not be permitted unless the benefits of the development outweigh the harm is outweighed by the harm taking
accounted their relative importance and the contribution that they make to wider ecological networks...."

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the policy approach of biodiversity net gain and use of metrics.
However the policy should not extend to the principle of mitigation for harm to the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC or
SSSIs, which are irreplaceable, as are ancient woodlands and veteran trees (as stated in para 9.2 of the Local Plan).

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports the policy approach of biodiversity net gain and use of metrics.
However the policy should not extend to the principle of mitigation for harm to the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC or
SSSIs, which are irreplaceable, as are ancient woodlands and veteran trees (as stated in para 9.2 of the Local Plan).

Change to Plan

Add reference to ancient woodland and veteran trees.
Delete mitigation options for SAC and SSSI.
Consider bringing together NE1 and NE2, these policies are muddled,

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Rowntree Neil 29534 BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP December 2017.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

does not accord with Paragraph 109 of the NPPF, which sets out that the
planning system should contribute to enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts
on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity 'where possible'.

Change to Plan

As such, it is considered that criterion (a) of draft Policy NE" should be amended as follows:
"On greenfield sites, where possible, a net gain in biodiversity
will be sought..."
The proposed amendment would ensure that the policy fully accords with national guidance contained
at paragraph 109 of the NPPF.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1530_Redacted.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

No mention of mitigation or instances when this may result in schemes being considered acceptable.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy (criterion b) should also allow for off-site mitigation as a way of mitigating the harmful effects of a
development. Several authorities (Warwickshire County) are now using landbanks as a way of ensuring a development
has a net gain in biodiversity, by enabling financial contributions towards off-site mitigation.
Criterion D appears to replicate policy NE1 and should be deleted.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

Wates object to the requirement for a 'net gain in biodiversity' on greenfield sites as set out in criteria (a). It is not
consistent with the NPPF para 109. Also suggest amendments to NE2 (b).

Change to Plan

Draft Policy NE2 should be amended as follows:
(a) 'No net loss, and a net gain where possible , in biodiversity will be sought by protecting ,managing, enhancing...'
(b) If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less
harmful impacts) adequately mitigated or as a last resort compensated for either on site or off site, the development
will not be permitted'.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2069 - 27661 - NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity - i, ii, iii, iv

2069

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Whilst we support and encourage policies that seek to protect and enhance
biodiversity, geodiversity and the natural environment, we object to the specifics
of Policy NE2 in so far as part (a) requires a net gain in biodiversity for all
Greenfield sites.
8.2. Whilst we have no particular objection for that to be set out as a policy aspiration,
we are concerned that the policy could be used to ensure a net increase in
biodiversity on every site for housing. In our view, such an approach is too
restrictive and could serve to prevent otherwise sustainable development from
coming forward.

Change to Plan

Substitute the wording in part (a) of the Policy for the following:
"On Greenfield sites, a net gain in biodiversity will be sought encouraged"

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
2071_Redacted.pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Policy NE2 (a) We would like to understand why greenfield sites and 'other sites' are being treated differently as this
does not reflect the supporting text in paragraph 9.17 as we understand it. The value of greenfield sites and 'other sites'
vary and should be given the same protection. Some brownfield sites are highly valuable for protected species due to
the habitats found. This policy wording needs to be much clearer to ensure that it is interpreted as intended.

Change to Plan

Policy NE2 (a) We would like to understand why greenfield sites and 'other sites' are being treated differently as this
does not reflect the supporting text in paragraph 9.17 as we understand it. The value of greenfield sites and 'other sites'
vary and should be given the same protection. Some brownfield sites are highly valuable for protected species due to
the habitats found. This policy wording needs to be much clearer to ensure that it is interpreted as intended.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

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

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Point i in policy NE2 states:
"i. Planning conditions/obligations will be used to secure no net loss and net gains in
biodiversity where possible by helping deliver Bucks and MK Biodiversity Action Plan
targets in the biodiversity opportunity areas. On greenfield sites, the Council is seekingto achieve a net gain in
biodiversity."
As with point 'a' his wording doesn't appear to the consistent with the supporting text.

Change to Plan

Point i in policy NE2 states:
"i. Planning conditions/obligations will be used to secure no net loss and net gains in
biodiversity where possible by helping deliver Bucks and MK Biodiversity Action Plan
targets in the biodiversity opportunity areas. On greenfield sites, the Council is seekingto achieve a net gain in
biodiversity."
As with point 'a' his wording doesn't appear to the consistent with the supporting text.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Malvern Homes Limited [32330]

Agent:

RCA Regeneration Ltd (Mr Gareth Sibley) [32238]

Full Text:

SEE ATTACHMENTS

Summary:

We consider that parts a and b of policy NE2 are currently unenforceable without the supplementary
SPD which sets out the biometrics calculator. Within the draft Local Plan, there is currently no agreed
method to calculate the net gain in biodiversity and without it the Council are expecting the applicant
to second guess the calculation. This creates uncertainty and confusion between the Councils ecologist
and the applicant's ecologist over how this should be calculated.

Change to Plan

Protection and enhancement of biodiversity, geodiversity and the natural environment will be achieved by the following:
a. On greenfield sites, development should achieve at least a neutral impact in biodiversity and on other sites no net
loss and a net gain where possible in biodiversity will be sought by protecting, managing, enhancing and extending
existing resources, and by creating new resources. These gains must be measurable using best practice in biodiversity
and green infrastructure accounting and in accordance with any methodology set out in the accompanying justification
to this Policy.
b. If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less
harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or as a last resort, compensated for, then development will not be permitted.
Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures must be secured and should be maintained in perpetuity...

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form D3.pdf
Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form H1.pdf
Sibley, Gareth 32238 Response Form NE2.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG generally welcomes the above Policies and looks to develop its own local
policies to enhance and protect the green environment appropriately.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2581 - 32216 - NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity - iii

2581

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE2 Biodiversity and geodiversity

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 832 - 29373 - NE3 River and stream corridors - None

832

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Previously the Canal & River Trust suggested that the council may wish to create a section relating directly to
waterways to bring together all of the themes in one location, perhaps by cross referencing to other policies, and this
has been used successfully in other adopted local plans.
This section could highlight that waterways;
* Are a form of strategic and local infrastructure performing multiple functions (including sustainable transport, open
space and green infrastructure, flood risk, drainage and water supply), which is likely to be affected by all scales and
types of development
* Play a role in improving the physical environment, opportunities for people and the wider economy
* contribute to supporting climate change, carbon reduction and environmental sustainability
* bring public benefits including people's health and wellbeing
* support the delivery of economic, social and environmental benefits to local communities and the nation as a whole.
We note that river and stream corridors are afforded a specific policy, NE3, which makes the lack of a canal related
policy even more evident, particularly as the canal is such an important asset within the district. We would urge that a
similar development management policy should be used to ensure that at the canal is properly considered in relation to
development plans for adjacent land and seen as an integral part of development rather than simply a barrier backdrop
to it, or if preferred that Policy NE3 is amended to cover the canal too, whilst highlighting the differences between the
intrinsic characteristics of the two types of waterway.
In our capacity as a statutory consultee we strive to make sure any new waterside development seeks to enhance the
wider waterway corridor and protects the intrinsic qualities that waterways offer. This can be achieved in a number of
ways and is dependent on many factors as each waterside location needs to be considered individually, with no single
design approach being appropriate in all locations. However, we suggest that any new policy should include the
following guiding principles, so that, where appropriate, new waterside development should:
* positively address the water
* integrate the towing path and open up access to the water
* link waterside space and the waterspace
* use the waterspace itself
* incorporate access and other improvements
* engage with and tease out the qualities and benefits of being by water
* reflect the scale of the local waterway corridor to the wider neighbourhood

Summary:

The Canal & River Trust urge the to council to consider a stand alone canal related policy, or an amendment to Policy
NE 3 to include the canal and its arms.
Officer Note: changed from support to Object - due to criticism

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 957 - 29325 - NE3 River and stream corridors - iv

957

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy but would like to see the buffer of "at least" 10 metres.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports this policy but would like to see the buffer of "at least" 10 metres.

Change to Plan

Amend to
"Development proposals adjacent to or containing a watercourse shall provide or retain at least a 10m ecological
buffer..."

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1221 - 29534 - NE3 River and stream corridors - None

1221

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Rowntree Neil 29534 BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP December 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1821 - 32258 - NE3 River and stream corridors - None

1821

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The Policy requires a 10m ecological buffer but a 4m buffer is considered appropriate by the Lead Local Flood
Authority and as such we recommend that the buffer is amended to 4m.

Change to Plan

Change the reference to the ecological buffer to be 4m instead of 10m.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2070 - 27661 - NE3 River and stream corridors - i, ii, iii, iv

2070

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

Whilst we have no particular objection for these to be set out as a policy
aspiration, we are concerned that this wording is overly restrictive and could serve
to prevent otherwise sustainable development from coming forward. The extent to
any buffer zone is best determined on a case by case basis and not a blanket
district wide approach.

Change to Plan

Amended the policy wording as follows:
"Planning permission will only be granted for proposals which do not involve the
culverting of watercourses and which do not prejudice future opportunities for deculverting..."
"...Development proposals adjacent to or containing a watercourse shall seek to
provide or retain a 10m ecological buffer..."

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
2071_Redacted.pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2218 - 29506 - NE3 River and stream corridors - ii, iii

2218

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

We are pleased with and support this policy. We are happy to see that you have
included some of the wording we suggested in our regulation 18 response to the draft local plan. However the following
wording additions and deletions would make this policy clearer

Change to Plan

Policy NE3 River and stream corridors
We are pleased with and support this policy. We are happy to see that you have
included some of the wording we suggested in our regulation 18 response to the draft local plan. However the following
wording additions and deletions would make this policy clearer:
"Development proposals adjacent to or containing a watercourse shall provide or retain a minimum 10m ecological
buffer (unless existing physical constraints prevent) from between the top of the river bank and the development, and
include a long-term landscape and ecological management plan for this buffer."

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2450 - 29993 - NE3 River and stream corridors - None

2450

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2450 - 29993 - NE3 River and stream corridors - None

2450

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG generally welcomes the above Policies and looks to develop its own local
policies to enhance and protect the green environment appropriately.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2582 - 32216 - NE3 River and stream corridors - iii

2582

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE3 River and stream corridors

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 959 - 29325 - 9.21 - iii

959

Object

9. Natural Environment

9.21

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Various minor corrections are needed to the supporting text, which looks dated (e.g. refers to the Shadow Chilterns
Conservation Board which was replaced by the Chilterns Conservation Board in 2004). The Chilterns AONB model
policy supporting text might help improve these paragraphs (model policy attached)

Summary:

Various minor corrections are needed to the supporting text, which looks dated (e.g. refers to the Shadow Chilterns
Conservation Board which was replaced by the Chilterns Conservation Board in 2004). The Chilterns AONB model
policy supporting text might help improve these paragraphs (model policy attached)

Change to Plan

Use the model policy supporting text instead of para 9.20 and 9.21:
Model local plan supporting text
1. Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) are designated by the Government for the purpose of ensuring that
the special qualities of the finest landscapes in England and Wales are conserved and enhanced. In policy terms they
have the same planning status as National Parks . The Chilterns AONB was designated in 1965 and extended in 1990.
The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 places a statutory duty on local authorities to have regard to the purpose
of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of AONBs when coming to decisions or carrying out their activities
relating to, or affecting, land within these areas .
2. The Chilterns AONB covers 13 local authorities and the Councils work together to safeguard the future of this shared
nationally protected area through the Chilterns Conservation Board. The Board prepares a statutory AONB
Management Plan which is a material consideration in planning decisions.
3. The AONB is a nationally designated landscape and as such permission for major developments will be refused
unless exceptional circumstances prevail as defined by national planning policy. National guidance explains that
whether a proposal constitutes major development is a matter for the relevant decision taker, taking into account the
proposal in question and the local context . For the purposes of this plan, 'major development' will not be restricted to
the definition of major development in the Town and County Planning (Development Management Procedure)(England)
Order 2015 or to proposals that raise issues of national significance, and will include consideration of whether a
proposal has the potential to have a serious adverse impact on the AONB.
4. Add locally specific paragraph on AONB extent and special qualities and characteristics within each district eg The
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) forms part of a continuous landscape from Central Bedfordshire
to South Oxfordshire and encompasses the landscape in the vicinity of
Wendover and Pitstone/Edlesborough within Aylesbury Vale (add further description of habitats and qualities)
5. In determining compliance with criterion a, actions to conserve and enhance the AONB shall be informed by
landscape assessment, having considered any relevant landscape character assessments and landscape and visual
impact assessments and shall focus upon:
i. the Chilterns AONB's special qualities which include the steep chalk escarpment with areas of flower-rich downland,
broadleaved woodlands (especially beech), commons, tranquil valleys, the network of ancient routes, villages with their
brick and flint houses, chalk streams and a rich historic environment of hillforts and chalk figures;
ii. the scope for enhancing and restoring those parts of the landscape which are previously developed, degraded or
subject to existing intrusive developments, utilities or infrastructure;
iii. locally distinctive patterns and species composition of natural features such as chalk downland, trees, hedgerows,
woodland, field boundaries, rivers and chalk streams;
iv. the locally distinctive character of settlements and their landscape settings, including the transition between manmade and natural landscapes at the edge of settlements;
v. visually sensitive skylines, geological and topographical features;
vi. landscapes of cultural, historic and heritage value;
vii. important views and visual amenity, including key views from the steep north-west facing chalk escarpment
overlooking the low clay vale, and foreground views back to the AONB; and
viii. Tranquillity, dark skies and remoteness and the need to avoid intrusion from light pollution, noise, and motion.
6. Development proposals which lie outside the AONB but within its setting can also have impacts on it. The Council's
duty of regard applies to development outside but which would affect land in an AONB . For example, views out of the
AONB from key visitor viewpoints into surrounding areas can be very significant. Although it does not have a defined
geographical boundary, the setting of the Chilterns AONB is the area within which development and land management
proposals, by virtue of their nature, size, scale, siting, materials or design could be considered to have an impact,
either positive or negative, on the natural beauty and special qualities of the Chilterns AONB. Advice on development in
the setting of the AONB is contained within guidance produced by the Chilterns Conservation Board.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Chilterns AONB model policy.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 961 - 29325 - NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting - iii, iv

961

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the inclusion of this policy, which is based on joint work to
create a consistent Chilterns-wide AONB policy carried out with our Planning Forum of local policy officers. However
some changes have been introduced which have made NE4 quite hard to follow e.g. introducing a distinction between
major and non-major development with only criteria a, d and e applying to non-major development. If continuing this
approach, it would be better if f-m applied to all development, whilst removing the requirement for every non-major
development to carry out landscape and visual impact assessment.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board supports and welcomes the inclusion of this policy, which is based on joint work to
create a consistent Chilterns-wide AONB policy carried out with our Planning Forum of local policy officers. However
some changes have been introduced which have made NE4 quite hard to follow e.g. introducing a distinction between
major and non-major development with only criteria a, d and e applying to non-major development. If continuing this
approach, it would be better if f-m applied to all development, whilst removing the requirement for every non-major
development to carry out landscape and visual impact assessment.

Change to Plan

Either switch to the AONB model policy (our preferred approach) or adjust the policy text to address the current
complications. This could be achieved by changing the second half of the policy to read:
"Actions to conserve and enhance the AONB shall focus upon: (list as before) then new criterion" (n) and in the case of
major development proposals, shall be informed by landscape and visual impact assessment, having considered all
relevant landscape character assessments.
The AONB model policy is attached for ease of use.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Chilterns AONB model policy.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 1222 - 29534 - NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting - None

1222

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Rowntree Neil 29534 BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP December 2017.pdf
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1260

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Chiltern Society (Mr Colin Blundel) [32032]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chiltern Society is a charitable body with 7000 members. We campaign for the conservation and enhancement of
the Chilterns National Character Area, which includes the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
part of the London Green Belt. Our role in the planning system is coordinated through a network
of voluntary planning field officers and co-ordinators. As drafted we consider that the allocation of the RAF Halton site
could lead to the site's removal from the Green Belt in the long term and would therefore not be consistent with national
policy as set out in paragraphs 79 - 91 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In particular the
development must satisfy paragraphs 79 and 80 relating to the openness and permanence of the Green Belt and the 5
Green Belt purposes. The Council has not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist for potentially removing
the site from the Green Belt in future, thus contradicting 83 of the NPPF. We do not accept that pressure for housing is
a valid reason for demonstrating exceptional circumstances. The RAF Halton site is located entirely within the Green
Belt and in the immediate setting of the Chilterns AONB. Therefore we consider that any development here must be
carefully designed to fullyrespect these designations.

Summary:

However, the policy refers to 'major developments' in the AONB and suggests they are defined by national policy. The
NPPF does not define 'major developments' and case law has concluded that its meaning in relation to AONBs is
different to that used to describe planning applications based on the number of houses.
The policy could be made more effective by adding some text to define how the Council would define 'major
development' in an AONB context.

Change to Plan

Add additional text to define 'major development' in the Chilterns AONB.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iii, iv

Attachments:
Blundel, Colin 32032 Chiltern Society_Redacted.pdf
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2049

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Manlet Group Holdings [32324]

Agent:

Full Text:

Barton Willmore LLP (Ms Jane Harrison) [32323]

25845 - Halton Lane, Wendover.
On behalf of our client, Manlet Group Holdings, please find attached representations to the VALP Proposed
Submission Consultation

Summary:

Halton Camp does not fit with policy

Change to Plan

Delete Halton Camp site

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 LP1a A5 RG slh 17 12 14 - Halton Lane Wendover LVA&amp;GBR RG
Final.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Response form - Completed.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) 25845 Wendover Vision doc i FINAL.pdf
Harrison Jane 32323 (MGH) Transmittal - 00004.pdf
2044_Redacted.pdf
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NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome this policy on the Chilterns AONB and its setting, especially criteria d., f. and k.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG generally welcomes the above Policies and looks to develop its own local
policies to enhance and protect the green environment appropriately.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
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NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

We support NE4 but would like to
add a reference to the best practice
methodology to ensure its
effectiveness at delivering the
supported outcomes through the
development planning process.

Change to Plan

A requirement for an LVIA in line
with the Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (V3) May 2013 (or
as replaced).
Thoroughly consider any
comments made by the Chilterns
AONB board.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

9.26

Respondent: CPRE Buckinghamshire (Mr Neil Salisbury) [31936]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

This usefully states that 'all the landscape in the district is considered to have innate value as referred to in the NPPF'.
However, this should probably read intrinsic (which is what the NPPF says), rather than innate - but is welcomed,
nevertheless.
We also welcome the continuing identification of AALs and LLAs and commend AVDC on carrying out a criteria-based
assessment.

Summary:

This usefully states that 'all the landscape in the district is considered to have innate value as referred to in the NPPF'.
However, this should probably read intrinsic (which is what the NPPF says), rather than innate - but is welcomed,
nevertheless.
We also welcome the continuing identification of AALs and LLAs and commend AVDC on carrying out a criteria-based
assessment.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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N/A
Legal?
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Sound?
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Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
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9.27

Respondent: Tingewick Parish Council (Mr Andrew Jenkinson)
[31996]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We do not believe a valid reason for not allocating a site as a AAL because AVDC does not wish to have many sites is
a sound reason. Further more detailed investigation should be undertaken before declassifying sites. A detailed
review in 2017 was not undertaken but reliance on 2008 information which is out of date. We believe that the area
around Tingewick should be designated as a AAL and would ask for this to be reviewed. There has also been no
consultation with neighbouring councils which is a mistake given the designated area borders other councils.

Summary:

We do not believe a valid reason for not allocating a site as a AAL because AVDC does not wish to have many sites is
a sound reason. Further more detailed investigation should be undertaken before declassifying sites. A detailed
review in 2017 was not undertaken but reliance on 2008 information which is out of date. We believe that the area
around Tingewick should be designated as a AAL and would ask for this to be reviewed. There has also been no
consultation with neighbouring councils which is a mistake given the designated area borders other councils.

Change to Plan

A more thorough investigation including consultation with the neighbouring councils.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
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9.31

Respondent: CPRE Buckinghamshire (Mr Neil Salisbury) [31936]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The paragraph seems to have been misworded, but if it suggests, as it seems to, that there is a proposal to designate
new AALs and LLAs, then that is welcomed.

Summary:

The paragraph seems to have been misworded, but if it suggests, as it seems to, that there is a proposal to designate
new AALs and LLAs, then that is welcomed.

In addition, we welcome the addition of lighting and tranqullity as criteria in NE5.

In addition, we welcome the addition of lighting and tranqullity as criteria in NE5.
Change to Plan
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Legal?
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9.32

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Hartwell House would wish to be fully consulted and engaged in any future
review process relating to the 'Brill- Winchendon' AAL

Summary:

The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Hartwell House would wish to be fully consulted and engaged in any future
review process relating to the 'Brill- Winchendon' AAL

Change to Plan

N/A
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9.32

Respondent: Tingewick Parish Council (Mr Andrew Jenkinson)
[31996]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

How can a landscape assessment be carried out with onsite fieldwork? Without carrying out fieldwork it is impossible
to accurately undertake this assessment. The fact that this already needs to be reviewed shows it is not fit for purpose.

Summary:

How can a landscape assessment be carried out with onsite fieldwork? Without carrying out fieldwork it is impossible
to accurately undertake this assessment. The fact that this already needs to be reviewed shows it is not fit for purpose.

Change to Plan

The LCA to be undertaken including fieldwork.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Hartwell House strongly support the re-designation of the Areas of
Attractive Landscape (AAL's) (as defined on the Proposals Map), including the Brill-Winchendon AAL which includes
the Waddesdon Estate and Eythrope Park and Gardens

Summary:

The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Hartwell House strongly support the re-designation of the Areas of
Attractive Landscape (AAL's) (as defined on the Proposals Map), including the Brill-Winchendon AAL which includes
the Waddesdon Estate and Eythrope Park and Gardens

Change to Plan

N/A
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NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Bovis Homes recognise the aspiration to support the conservation and enhancement of valued landscapes as provided
for by paragraph 109 of the NPPF. However, whilst it maybe the case that all landscape in the District has some innate
value, that does not necessarily mean that it is a valued landscape in NPPF terms, as suggested by paragraph 9.26 of
the Local Plan. Case law has confirmed valued landscapes should be "out of the ordinary", with reference to
"demonstrable physical attributes". The identification of valued landscapes must, therefore, be robustly justified (e.g.
using the criteria set out GLVIA3) in order to avoid an undue constraint being placed on sustainable development akin
to the inappropriate blanket protection of countryside referred to in the objection to Policy S3.
The NPPF states (para 113) that Local Plans should include criteria based policies where the level of protection is
commensurate with the status of the landscape areas. Policy NE5 reflects the Council's statement at para 9.26 in the
Local Plan, and seeks to protect the character of all of the undesignated landscape within the District to an entirely
inappropriate degree without the inclusion of a balancing reference to the potential wider benefits of the development
which may outweigh any specific harm. As a result, the application of the policy will unduly prevent / delay otherwise
sustainable development.
Indeed, it is inevitable that the development of a greenfield site will have some impact on the landscape character of
the site and the locality, and that needs to be recognised within the terms of the policy. Clearly therefore, the
reference to avoiding harmful impact is unreasonable. Moreover, the Policy goes far beyond the provisions of the
NPPF in seeking to apply a sequential approach to the protection of landscape character as set out in the third
paragraph of the policy.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy NE5, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is
inconsistent with national policy.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy NE5, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent with national policy.

Change to Plan

Delete from para 9.26: "Therefore all the landscape in the district is considered to have innate 'value' as referred to in
the National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF)."
Revise policy as follows:
- "Development should consider the role of the landscape character area and address the following matters in seeking
to minimise the impact of development:"
- Add: "In assessing development proposals the status and relative value of the landscape area and benefits of the
proposed development will be considered."
- Delete 3rd para and state: "Where necessary on-site mitigation should be provided talking account of the
enhancement opportunities identified in the LCA and how they apply to a specific site."
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NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Great & Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council
[32057]

Agent:

Mr Neil Homer [32056]

Full Text:

We consider this policy is missing a criterion in relation to the potential for visual coalescence between settlements,
especially in our Parish as the current gaps between our villages and the major expansion of Princes Risborough to the
south and the expanding Garden Town to the north will significantly diminish with the respective growth plans. Policy
DM32 of the proposed Wycombe District Local Plan makes such a provision and we consider the same criterion is
necessary here, to bring the policy more in to line with its neighbour and with §113 of the NPPF on landscape character.

Summary:

We consider this policy is missing a criterion in relation to the potential for visual coalescence between settlements,
especially in our Parish as the current gaps between our villages and the major expansion of Princes Risborough to the
south and the expanding Garden Town to the north will significantly diminish with the respective growth plans. Policy
DM32 of the proposed Wycombe District Local Plan makes such a provision and we consider the same criterion is
necessary here, to bring the policy more in to line with its neighbour and with §113 of the NPPF on landscape character.

Change to Plan

Add new criterion: have regard to views and vistas, both from and towards the development site, paying particular
attention to hilltop and skyline views and areas that contribute to separation between settlements.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes
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NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.

Change to Plan

N/A
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landscape
Sound?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Millard, Ruth 30449, Weedon Parish Council.pdf
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NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Barwood Land and Estates [32310]

Agent:

Chilmark Consulting Ltd (Mike Taylor) [29509]

Full Text:

Please find the enclose representations and covering letter with respect to the current Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:
Proposed Submission consultation.

Summary:

Given the magnitude of changes within the landscape since 2008 and the flawed and limited extent of
the 2008 AVLCA, there needs to be a complete and comprehensive re-assessment of the character
areas for the VALP to be based on sound and accurate evidence.
The policy NE5 evidence base is fundamentally flawed and is unsound in its consideration of
landscape sensitivity and the approach taken when identifying land that may be suitable for
development based on its condition and inherent sensitivity, without giving due weight to the value of
the landscape.
inconsistent with the NPPF at paragraph 113.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Please see the enclosed representation response.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy NE5 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy D1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Proposed Submission VALP - BLEL 141217.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Site Omission FLM001 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy T1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S2 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy H1 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
Taylor, Mike 29509 (BLE) Response Form - Policy S3 - Barwood Land and Estates Ltd.pdf
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NE5 Landscape character and locally important
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Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Further work is required to provide the robust justification for these designations and to ensure that the designations
and policy are Framework compliant.

Change to Plan
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Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
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VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1706 - 32286 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - None

1706

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy does not allow for a balancing approach to development (as per Policy NE1) and should be re-drafted.
Stating development should be grouped is not specific and needs to be removed or defined.
The policy also needs amending to place less rigid reliance upon the 2008 Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character
Assessment.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1818 - 32258 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - None

1818

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

It may not be desirable to 'reflect' local character if that character is not attractive or coherent and a new development
could arguably improve on that. Amending the policy as suggested would allow for what is good and distinctive in the
local context to be acknowledged.

Change to Plan

We recommend that the Policy is reworded as follows : 'consider local character and distinctiveness in terms of
settlement form and field pattern, topography and ecological value'.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Lieberman, Jonathan 32259, Wates Developments Ltd 171215 VALP Proposed Submission Reps FINAL.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1941 - 32271 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - i, ii, iii, iv

1941

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

Policy NE5 is overly restrictive with regard to development affecting Areas of Attractive Landscape and this does not
accord with the NPPF.

Change to Plan

The wording of the policy should be less restrictive to be more consistent with the NPPF.
Where mitigation is not possible there should still be the opportunity to balance any such harm with the benefits of the
development.
The final part of the policy should be more precise to confirm that it relates only to development within the AALs and
LLAs

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1964 - 32267 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - i, ii, iii, iv

1964

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Careys New Homes [32267]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Robert Love) [29860]

Full Text:

On behalf of my client, Careys New Homes, I am pleased to submit the attached (4 no. PDFs) response to the VALP
Proposed Submission consultation in respect of land at Wingrave.

Summary:

site was subject to outline
planning application. AVDC's Landscape Officer had no objections to the proposed development of the
site. The Officer stated that there will be significant and adverse landscape impact on the site itself but
these effects will not extend beyond the site boundary due to the existence of landscape enclosures as
well as proposed reinforcement. Adequate visual mitigation is proposed to limit the visual effects to the
extent they would cease to be significant in the longer term. With regards to settlement identity the proposal
responds well to the existing settlement pattern in the existing wider settlement.

Change to Plan

Object to Policy NE5 and Policies Map: We object to the identification of my client's site at Land at
Winslow Road, Wingrave as an AAL and request omission of the AAL designation of my client's
site within the Policies Map.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814_202_D Concept Schematic.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) Response Form - Wingrave.pdf
Love, Robert 29860 (CNH) 2814.200D Site Location Plan.pdf
1961b_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2010 - 32188 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - None

2010

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2159 - 29487 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - None

2159

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we find having two levels of landscape significance categorisation below the nationally important AONBs; Areas of
Attractive Landscapes and Local Landscape Areas, confusing. The policy does not appear to distinguish in its
approach between AALs and LLAs which begs the question why have the two designations

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2452 - 29993 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - None

2452

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2452 - 29993 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - None

2452

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG generally welcomes the above Policies and looks to develop its own local
policies to enhance and protect the green environment appropriately.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2584 - 32216 - NE5 Landscape character and locally important landscape - iv

2584

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE5 Landscape character and locally important
landscape

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 445 - 30261 - 9.34 - None

445

Support

9. Natural Environment

9.34

Respondent: Mr Chris Webbley [30261]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This is a good aim. The Council need to ensure that it is implemented firmly. In the case of Hampden Fields, light
pollution from the 3,000+ houses threatens the surrounding villages -- how will these be protected from 'negative
impact'?

Summary:

This is a good aim. The Council need to ensure that it is implemented firmly. In the case of Hampden Fields, light
pollution from the 3,000+ houses threatens the surrounding villages -- how will these be protected from 'negative
impact'?

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 519 - 32020 - 9.34 - None

519

Support

9. Natural Environment

9.34

Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Street lighting should only be used during true hours of darkness. Only turned on for dark mornings and turned off
around mid-night. Protect wildlife, save the planet.

Summary:

Street lighting should only be used during true hours of darkness. Only turned on for dark mornings and turned off
around mid-night. Protect wildlife, save the planet.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 509 - 31914 - 9.35 - None

509

Object

9. Natural Environment

9.35

Respondent: Mrs Nicky Gregory [31914]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Again I strongly support this and believe minimal street lighting should be used in all areas. It has become a habit to
have lights on at night which is detrimental to all wildlife. The unnecessary energy costs should also be considered.

Summary:

Again I strongly support this and believe minimal street lighting should be used in all areas. It has become a habit to
have lights on at night which is detrimental to all wildlife. The unnecessary energy costs should also be considered.

Change to Plan

The unnecessary energy costs should also be considered.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 520 - 32020 - 9.35 - None

520

Support

9. Natural Environment

9.35

Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Minimal street lighting should be the goal for all. Too much light at night is detrimental to wildlife. It can also be an
annoyance to residents. Protect the environment, wildlife and the planet. Save on energy costs.

Summary:

Minimal street lighting should be the goal for all. Too much light at night is detrimental to wildlife. It can also be an
annoyance to residents. Protect the environment, wildlife and the planet. Save on energy costs.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 900 - 28563 - 9.38 - i, ii, iii, iv

900

Object

9. Natural Environment

9.38

Respondent: Mr R Horton [28563]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Due to the proposed number of houses to be build in a small area of Aylesbury the Air Quality will be greatly affected
with the large increase of vehicle to the area. This will cause an increase in health issue for the residence of Aylesbury,
particularly the young and older population. This will add to the pressure already faced by the NHS. This part of the
plan has not been thought through correctly. Air Quality is Vital to good Health.

Summary:

Due to the proposed number of houses to be build in a small area of Aylesbury the Air Quality will be greatly affected
with the large increase of vehicle to the area. This will cause an increase in health issue for the residence of Aylesbury,
particularly the young and older population. This will add to the pressure already faced by the NHS. This part of the
plan has not been thought through correctly. Air Quality is Vital to good Health.

Change to Plan

Adopt a stronger policy and have a committed plan to ensure good Air Quality

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1293 - 32226 - 9.38 - i, ii

1293

Object

9. Natural Environment

9.38

Respondent: Mrs Pauline Day [32226]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I object to this development as follows :
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1293 - 32226 - 9.38 - i, ii

1293

Object

9. Natural Environment

9.38

appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 9.38
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1302 - 30599 - 9.38 - None

1302

Object

9. Natural Environment

9.38

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Philip & Tina Brown [30599]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

3.3 and policy S1 Sustainable development:
building more homes in too small an area will increase the already severe traffic problems, I experience this every
weekday and so speak from experience.
3.15 New settlement:
AVDC have an opportunity to create a new town instead of the current proposals, this could be served by a new
infrastructure. Something the people of Aylesbury my actually thank the council for.
3.22:
The planned developments to the south and Stoke Mandeville are particularly worrying to me, the undertaking "will
seek to preserve" is worthless.
4.16:
The latest ATS is way off of what's required, various council departments at odds with each other. The evidence of the
last few years of "expert" advice is clear to see as one experiences long delays caused by this advice.
4.17:
The proposed orbital roads will not be effective in taking traffic away from the town centre, a major re think would be
very welcome. The first priority should be a new ring road, before more housing.
D-AGT3:
The planned developments in this area will have a heavy impact on the area's transport system, local and the A41.
D-AGT4:
This proposed development will have a massive and crippling effect on the surrounding roads including
A41, A413 and gyratory system. The suggested intention to modify the gyratory system by closing part of it to feed
traffic further into the town centre then return the traffic back to the gyratory system would be laughable if were not so
serious.
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.

Summary:

Object, 9.38
9.38:
Air quality should be a consideration to all future plans.
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I object to this development as follows:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
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appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Summary:

Object, 9.38
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
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SHORTLIST OF MOST RELEVANT SECTIONS, WITH COMMENTS
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
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Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Brenda Daniel/Colin Doman
Summary:

Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
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Full Text:
Dear Sirs
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan VALP
We wish to express concerns on a number of issues relating to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).
Section 3.3 and Policy SI sustainable development
The intention to accommodate such a large number of houses in a relatively small geography will inevitably lead to
significant traffic congestion. The backlog of traffic in peak periods is already causing issues and if VALP goes ahead in
its current form the impact on the local economy could prove stifling.
Section 3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising
open countryside between settlements.
We are fortunate to live in an area of outstanding beauty and are able to enjoy the individual character of the villages
adjacent to our own. The proposed development will see an inevitable coalescence of these villages and the promise of
"seeking to preserve" does not provide much comfort.
Section 4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre.
Whilst commending you on your plan to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive there is the need to take a hard
look at the impact from the many thousands of vehicles that will be a consequence of the developments. It will be self
defeating if the journey to an enhanced Town centre is one of frustration and delay.
Section D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This will lead to coalescence between Aylesbury,Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. The plan to build over 1,000
houses along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will place great pressure on the gyratory system and the surrounding
road network. We do not consider this to be an effective approach.
Section 9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
Pollution is a concern to all of us with air quality a vital element of overall health. There is insufficient consideration
given to this requirement and the Council should be promoting positive plans and policies to ensure the developers do
not neglect air quality.
These are our major points of concern and we hope you will take these into consideration when making your decision. I
am sure that such concerns are shared by the vast majority of residents in our community although unfortunately not all
will have taken the opportunity to communicate these to you.
Summary:

Pollution is a concern to all of us with air quality a vital element of overall health. There is insufficient consideration
given to this requirement and the Council should be promoting positive plans and policies to ensure the developers do
not neglect air quality.
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In response to the Draft Aylesbury Local Plan VALP, I set out my comments below.
Comments / Response
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses within this small area will compound the current traffic problems and will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should be thinking much longer term and more strategically and should include a full details for a new town from
the outset. The current Plan is not Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is meaningless and too easy to circumvent early on, with a weak excuse on
"economic or practicability" grounds. A firm commitment linked to action is required to avoid an unacceptable fudge
later on. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the
villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, which is in itself will be a monumental task, AVDC
need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This
element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will probably not happen and certainly not
before the next plan in 2034. This issue needs to be addressed now before more development is planned or
sanctioned. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and congestion around the town centre. While the
evidence base is lacking, the interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The sheer amount of growth proposed cannot be accommodated in a sustainable way. Not Justified.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Therefore Not Justified as the
most appropriate strategy. Where next, absorb Weston Turville and Wendover into the same conurbation?
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning. The proposed Stoke Mandeville bypass as part of HS2 will do nothing to alleviate congestion
problems except in the immediate area near the church and school. This new development will quickly negate any
benefits gained therefrom.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41.
Not Justified nor Effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe/catastrophic. Not Effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed and integrated
using a valid traffic model. Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
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20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward. This is not 'Consistent with national policy'.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Aylesbury town centre must be one of the least attractive county towns with nothing to attract shoppers. If you need to
go shopping it is necessary to travel to Milton Keynes, High Wycombe or Oxford. The town looks like it is dying on its
feet and all that is proposed is to increase housing density and encroach onto valuable green space around the town.
There appear to be many empty office buildings that have been unoccupied for a long time with little prospect that they
will attract new tenants. The trend nowadays seems to encourage working from home to reduce the need for expensive
office space and AVDC needs to acknowledge this trend. Restrictions on areas reserved for commercial premises
should be revisited to put the land or buildings back to full use. This would help to regenerate Aylesbury as a vibrant
town that people want to visit before taking more and more green land around the edges.
Notwithstanding the above, traffic congestion gets progressively worse year on year. There needs to be a much greater
vision for the town and the area first before expanding housing provision on green land to satisfy aggressive housing
developers (land bank managers).
Regards
Keith Waterman
Summary:

Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
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Full Text:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
This is too many houses in a very small area. It will cause traffic chaos amongst an already fragile traffic situation. It is
not Justified or Effective.
3.15 New settlement
This is too short term and does not consider the potential of creating a new town from the outset. It is not the best
strategy and therefore not Justified.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
Saying that you "will seek to preserve" is too open and too easy to back out of subsequently. This needs to be
guaranteed, otherwise everything will surely end up amalgamating into one amorphous lump. It is not an Effective
approach.
3.36 and 3.38 Infrastructure
Saying the VALP "aims to ensure...sufficient and appropriate infrastructure" is a commendable ambition, but unlikely to
result in real outcomes. For example, with so many new houses I would expect to see the need for significantly
increased provision for A & E and other healthcare services. Where is the money from that going to magically appear
from?
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The town centre cannot absorb all the extra traffic that will be generated. It is already becoming extremely difficult to
park at peak times.It is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
ATS is not credible, based on flawed modelling, criiticised by AECOM (working for BCC). The orbital strategy has no
concrete and immediate action. By the time it is fully implemented (if ever) it will have already failed the population for
decades.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads will, at best, partially mitigate the massively increased local traffic caused by the population explosion.
2017 witnessed gridlock on more than one occasion from one key road being obstructed.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Aylesbury cannot absorb this level of growth without huge, guaranteed infrastructure expansion. Not intentions,
guarantees.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
4.125 RAF Halton
Traffic and infrastructure nightmare, with no guarantee of funding and implementation at the appropriate time.
7.16 East-West Rail
How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
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How are we taking advantage of this? We seem to be largely ignoring the opportunity and operating in isolation.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
Signed:
Mr Steven Hyams
Summary:

9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Can we ever rely on Developers? They are pursuing their own objectives (as anyone who has ever bought a new house
will know) so what is the inescapable obligation on them?
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My objection is submitted on the basis of the below concerns:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Far too many houses are being built in an area that will not be able to accommodate the traffic. Non effective strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is very ambiguous and does not provide any assurance on preserving the
countryside.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town.
The desire for people to use the town centre is already low due to congestion and poor shopping, so this element of the
Plan is not Justified nor Effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. How can you use an
industry accredited consultancy to advise you and then ignore what they say? This particular point is of grave concern
as it infers incompetence.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the already crowded road network. This basically
puts a conservative estimate of 16,000 extra cars into the road network and because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
1) This creates coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. Not Justified as the most
appropriate strategy, therefore.
2) Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road creates a severe
impact on the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This means that it is not Effective in terms of sound
infrastructure planning.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. Not Effective.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid
traffic model. How can the village of Wendover and the National Trust woodlands possibly accommodate this sharp rise
in traffic? Raises question of Positive Preparation.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the policy. The Plan is therefore not Justified (and probably not
Consistent with national policy) in this important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the significance of East-West Rail to the Vale with energy or commitment. The Chiltern
Line is already running at high capacity during peak hours and rail strategy is vital to future development. It is a 'key'
infrastructure project and should be fully embraced. The current VALP cannot be said to put forward the 'most
appropriate strategy' as a Justified plan would.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
Regards,
Marcus Joy.

Summary:

9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
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3.3 & Policy S1 Sustainable development
Traffic problems within Aylesbury continue to increase and building more houses in this area will escalate them even
more so.
3.15 New settlement
This would be a much better approach as building a completely new town would ensure all the infrastructure issues
would be catered for.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
This has not been shown to date, eg Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville. The statement 'will seek to preserve'
demonstrates yet again that words and actions are not aligned.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The models used are too old and have already been criticised by Transport consultants AECOM. This model needs to
be updated in the light of previous growth and significant transport changes.
The plan is not all embracing and smacks of opportunism for funding from HS2 developments for one tiny route which
yet again would create further traffic problems.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads.
16000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system and any orbital roads are likely
to compound them.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Pure fantasy. The growth cannot be managed and developed in a sustainable way, hence a new town development
would be a better option.
D-AGT1, D-AGT3, D-AGT4
All will result in significant strains to the local transport system and in particular the A41, A413 and the Gyratory system.
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
Not consistent with national policy therefore developers will continue to ignore it.
9.38 Air Quality requirements on developers.
This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.

Summary:

This is now vital to health and with the current volume of traffic around Aylesbury is a real cause for concern. Actions
need to be include how this will be dealt with particularly with proposed link roads being planned through existing
housing estates.
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Comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The strategy presented will not work because the building of too many houses in an area that is clearly too small will
lead to severe traffic problems. Consequently rather than attract new business the increased congestion will have the
opposite effect and thus reduce the level of economic activity. This is not to mention the impact on existing businesses
that may consider relocating because of the increased congestion.
3.15 New settlement
A new town requires a long term vision and strategy and the current plan does not meet this requirement.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
'Seeking to preserve' is an aspiration rather than a specific strategy, and leaves little confidence that AVDC will
effectively maintain the individual identity of the villages around Aylesbury. A more robust strategy is required.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
The current plan to make the town centre more attractive, does not take seriously the impact on the town centre of the
extra housing. With current traffic levels, the town is already seriously congested and with all the new planned housing
it will be gridlocked.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The evidence base for the Transport Strategy is very limited and has been seriously criticized by Bucks County
Council's transport consultants. In addition, much of the plan is 'aspirational' which in reality means it will never happen.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The impact of 16,000 extra houses in reality means at least 30,000 extra vehicles which will have a catastrophic impact
on the town's transport system. As mentioned in 4.14 the additional traffic will gridlock both the town centre and the
main feeder roads (A41, A413, and A418) into and out of the town on a daily basis. This will lead to drivers seeking
alternative routes and creating unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential housing areas. Likewise, there is little evidence to
confirm the planned orbital routes will satisfactorily absorb the additional traffic and thus prevent the mayhem described
above.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The current plan does not demonstrate this can be effectively delivered because of the sheer volume of growth.
The planned growth
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
The plan demonstrates poor infrastructure development as it will merge Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall and as such is not an appropriate or acceptable strategy. In addition, the planned housing will generate at least
2,000+ extra vehicles which will regularly gridlock the gyratory system and the surrounding roads. This again will lead to
the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential areas.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The A41 in particular will be adversely affected by the planned development,, therefore, is neither effective nor justified.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1. The planned housing will generate a very significant number of extra vehicles which will lead to regular gridlock at
the gyratory system and the A41 and A413. Again, this will lead to the creation of unsafe 'rat-runs' through residential
areas.
2. The strategy of local villages maintaining individual identities is severely comprised with this development as Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville will effectively become suburbs of Aylesbury.
4.125 RAF Halton
The closure of RAF Halton and the impact of 1,000+ new houses on the local infrastructure need to be properly
evaluated, particularly in terms of the surrounding road network.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The Woodlands development only provides for 20% affordable housing which is not consistent with the national policy
of 35%. Other developments may try to follow suit.
7.16 East-West Rail
The East-West rail link is major infrastructure project which is not exploited to the full by VALP. Opportunities such as
this are rare and the local plan must take full advantage of the economic and social benefits it will bring to the area.
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7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
See 7.16. Again, another major infrastructure project of which the plan fails to take full advantage.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality
Summary:

The plan does not commit to vital policies that will improve air quality.
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Full Text:

Please see below my comments on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
I would firstly like to point out that the VALP is unnecessarily complex and is obviously not designed for the general
public to comment on. Therefore, I am writing my objections to the VALP in this letter.

Summary:

The council must commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air quality. Air quality is vitally
important to health. Without this commitment this aspect of the plan is not positive or justified.
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Dear Sirs,
With reference to the consultation period for comments on the above, I wish for my views to be taken into consideration
as per the following points:
3.3 & Policy S1 - the quantity of properties being proposed is too much for the corresponding areas. This will add
considerable traffic congestion to the local area(s). Aylesbury is already both suffering from lack of infrastructure and is
extremely problematical when travelling in and out of the region. Adding these developments, on the scales proposed,
will only lead to further congestion that will become deterrents to both employees and employers based or basing
themselves within the area. This will then have a negative impact on the local economy.
3.22 - the term 'will seek to preserve' is virtually meaningless and lacks any form of substance. One of the key
attractions of Aylesbury Vale is the unique and individual character of the surrounding villages. My understanding has
always been that the Council both recognised and endorsed this.The planned developments at both Hampden Fields
and Stoke Mandeville, in particular, will totally undermine the principle of retaining individuality. They will both be
entirely coalesced with Aylesbury and completely lose their status as being separate villages. If allowed, this would be
absolutely contrary to the policy of resisting developments that compromise open countryside between developments.
4.14 - I see little point in plans to make the Town Centre more attractive when there appears to have been little
concerted consideration of the enormous impact of the congestion created by the addition of the proposed quantity of
housing.
4.16 (2) - the orbital strategy appears to be based on future aspirations. This makes it very non-committal, ineffective
and irrelevant. Accordingly, this should necessitate appropriate and meaningful revisions to the Plan for its alignment
with housing policy to be taken seriously.
4.17 - what evidence exists that orbital roads will deal with both existing and the additional congestion that will be
created? Anything based on speculation cannot be realistically relied upon when determining if the housing will be
supported adequately.
D-AGT1 - Again, as mentioned in 3.22, the issue of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden
Hall is contrary to not developing on open countryside between developments.
D-AGT4 - As per the points made in 3.22, this proposed development will totally merge Weston Turville with Bedgrove /
Aylesbury and ensure it loses its identity and character. It is therefore completely against the policy of not developing
on open countryside between developments. Additionally, the surrounding roads are already subject to severe
congestion and will be virtually untenable if the proposed development proceeds.
4.125 - there appears to be insufficient consideration of the impact on surrounding roads. Correct preparation of a valid
traffic model, followed by careful assessment of its results should be undertaken before any plans are allowed to
proceed further.
Policy H1 - the reduced percentage of the affordable housing element indicates that private opportunism is being
sanctioned above any needs for improved affordable housing. Allowing this policy will encourage further similar
submissions and be possibly contrary to national policy.
9.38 - there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of
housing proposed will cause.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Summary:

there seems to be insufficient plans and consideration of the detrimental effect on health that the quantity of housing
proposed will cause.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2182 - 30145 - 9.38 - i, ii

2182

Object

9. Natural Environment

9.38

Respondent: Michelle Hughes [30145]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir, Madame.
Please find below comments I wish to make regarding the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately lead to traffic problems that will lead to economic
stagnation. This is neither a Justified nor an Effective strategy.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically and include a new town from the outset. The current Plan is not
Justified as the most appropriate strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" is too weak. As an example, the planned developments at Hampden Fields and
Stoke Mandeville entirely coalesce the villages with Aylesbury. This is not an Effective approach.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC need to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. This element of the Plan is not Justified nor Effective for
this reason.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. This is not sound
because a robust evidence base is missing.
2) Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the next plan in
2034 and beyond. The Plan is therefore neither Positively Prepared nor Effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to take traffic away from the town centre in any meaningful way. 16,000 extra houses
around Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Because the evidence base is lacking, the
interventions are neither objectively assessed, based on sound evidence, nor Effective.

Summary:

Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality. Without this, this aspect of the Plan is not Positively Prepared nor Justified.
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Respondent: Mrs Jane Chilman [28396]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached my letter containing my responses to the VALP dated 14th December 2017 .

Summary:

The council must commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air quality. Air quality is vitally
important to health. Without this commitment this aspect of the plan is not positive or justified.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Shirley Bull [30264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sirs,
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION
We have the following comments in response to your consultation:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
Aylesbury's attractiveness as a place to live is severely compromised by its recurrent traffic congestion. Minor road
works by just one statutory undertaker cause the whole of Aylesbury to become gridlocked to traffic. Aylesbury is the
largest town in England without a bypass. Your plan proposes so much development around Aylesbury that it will
double in size. More development is currently being promoted for Aylesbury than for either Birmingham or Bristol.
Placing too many houses in too small an area will ultimately cause so many traffic problems that economic stagnation
will result. It is neither sustainable nor effective to plan to build two-thirds of the 27,000 new homes proposed in the
Aylesbury Vale District in and around Aylesbury itself. More new homes should be built in the other identified growth
areas, and also at Halton after 2022 when the RAF will vacate its base.
3.15 New settlement
AVDC should think long term and strategically by including a new town from the outset based on its preferred route for
the east-west expressway between Oxford and Cambridge.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
The wording "will seek to preserve" separate village identities is too weak. As an example, the planned developments
at Hampden Fields will entirely remove open countryside between Stoke Mandeville, Western Turville and Aylesbury
which will then become one vast conurbation. In our view, a firmly worded commitment is required to retain the
character of these villages.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
When planning to make Aylesbury Town Centre more attractive, AVDC needs to consider more seriously the impact on
town centre traffic from all the extra housing around the town. Moreover, for visitors to the town centre there are
insufficient car parks and the existing bus station is too small.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
The ATS is based on flawed modelling, criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM. A robust evidence
base is required. Key parts of the "orbital strategy" are "aspirational" which means they will not happen until at least the
next plan in 2034 and beyond, if at all. Firm plans need to be developed before the current ATS is adopted to ensure
that it is effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The orbital roads are unlikely to reduce traffic in the town centre in any meaningful way, as 16,000 extra houses around
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the transport system. Since a good evidence base is lacking in the ATS, any
suggested interventions are neither objectively assessed, nor can be effective.
Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the recent designation of Aylesbury as a garden town. However Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with
green infrastructure compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more
public open spaces, playing fields, parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, and for the
entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued landscapes between
villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke
Mandeville, Western Turville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We would like also to see an extension to Bedgrove Park.
In our opinion, without provision of additional green infrastructure the sheer amount of population growth cannot be
accommodated in a sustainable way.
D-AGTl South Aylesbury
Placing 1,000+ houses, schools and other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road will severely
overload the gyratory system and the surrounding road network. This is not sound infrastructure planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The amount of development in this location will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41,
which is already extremely congested at peak times. We are also concerned at the lack of proposed water
management strategies for an area known locally as the "floodlands" as it is frequently under water. New flood water
retention areas will need to be found and then monitored and managed in perpetuity in accordance with Natural
England and Environment Agency guidelines.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The impact on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe, and we therefore oppose this policy.
4.125 RAF Halton
The potential impact of 1,000 houses on the local road network needs to be carefully assessed using a valid traffic
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model.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
All large developments should offer 35% affordable housing. The council's own Woodlands development only provides
20%. This will allow other developers to ignore the affordable housing quota. The Plan is therefore not consistent with
national policy in this important aspect. We would also like the plan to include some housing adapted for disabled
people, and also some sheltered housing for elderly people.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP does not recognise the full significance of East-West Rail to the Vale. It is a 'key' infrastructure project and
should be fully embraced.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
Government support this scheme so AVDC needs to show that it is actively planning to capitalise on the opportunities
for transport, housing and facilities that the scheme will bring forward.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
Summary:

Air quality is vital to health. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air quality.
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Respondent: Mr Damian Campbell [30357]
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Full Text:

N/A

Please find enclosed my comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).
I have to say that I am very dismayed by the lack of hard factual evidence, reasoned thought or solution based planning
that seems to have gone into the VALP proposals. There are many many aspects of the plan that will certainly cause
problems that have only been addressed by vague and unclear statements.
One of the major impacts on hard working families is the travel time to employment. The Secretary of State has ruled
that the Hampden Fields development would cause unacceptable loading on the centre of Aylesbury. The VALP has
done nothing to address this. Already the developments at Broughton have added easily 15 minutes each way to my
usual commute to the North and also increased traffic to Aylesbury itself. The plans will add considerable further delay.
In short, VALP does nothing to answer points made previously nor to reassure that the traffic flows as a result of the
new developments be managed in an effective way.
Growth of conurbation towards the villages, held to be one of the best features of the area by its residents, is
inadequately defended by the plan. This whole subject of green field development around the town has a huge impact
of the of the present and future lives of the communities.
The council so far have shown precious little sign of listening to, far less responding to, the points being made. Frankly,
I expect much much better from my elected representatives.
I await your comments. It would be good to see some recognition of the strength of disappointment that my neighbours
and myself feel about this subject in general and the VALP in particular. Indeed I would be pleased to hear how the
council intend to address these concerns.
Yours, with respect, but much distress.

3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
There are too many houses in too small an area of development but which constricts flow and will ultimately lead to
more traffic problems. Surely the economic growth hoped for will be suffocated. This is not an Effective strategy, nor is
it justified.
3.15 New settlement
The recent award of "Garden town" status is not reflected in the presentations. AVDC is still thinking piecemeal rather
than demonstrating strategies for a new town from the outset. As a result, VALP is not justifiable as a long term
strategy.
3.22 Preserving character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements
As with many points of the plan the weak wording "will seek to preserve"is totally unacceptable as a strategy. There is
no guidance as to what will, and more importantly, what will NOT be allowed as regards preserving identity of the
villages. The planned developments at Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville entirely subsume the villages with
Aylesbury. This is by no means an effective approach at providing guidance through the planning stages of any
developments. VALP therefore does not meet requirements and is certainly not effective.
4.14 Aylesbury Town Centre
To my point about increased travel time to Aylesbury, AVDC need to review the impact on town centre traffic from the
planned extra housing around the town. As this is not addressed, this part of VALP is neither justified nor effective.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy ATS
1) The modelling used by ATS is flawed. It has even been criticised by BCC's own Transport Consultants AECOM.
Again the plan is not a reasonable basis to proceed as even basic evidence required for reasonable discussion and
debate is missing.
2) Most of the "Orbital strategy" are described as "Aspirational". This means they will not happen until at least the next
plan in 2034 and beyond. As a result, VALP can therefore not be considered either adequately prepared nor effective.
4.17 Interventions including outer link roads
The "Aspirational" ring roads will not take traffic away from the town centre. Many of the people forming families in the
16,000 extra houses around Aylesbury will have commuting and educational travel needs which will have a very
detrimental effect on the transport system. As a result of the lack of evidence justifying the proposals, VALP issues are
neither objectively assessed nor show any signs of effectively meeting residents requirements.
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Policy Dl: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
There is precious little detail as to how the "Garden town" delivery will be achieved. The sheer amount of growth cannot
be accommodated in a sustainable way and is certainly not adequately supported nor justified by the plan.
D-AGT1South Aylesbury
1) This is another case of coalescence between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall. As a result, it
contradicts even the vague wish to "Seek to preserve" the villages (see 3.22). The plan cannot therfore be justified as
an appropriate strategy
2) As upheld by the secretary of state in the last appeal against Hampden Fields, placing 1,000+ houses, schools and
other development along the South East Aylesbury Link Road would wreak havoc on the the gyratory system and the
surrounding road network. This means that this part of the VALP it is not effective in terms of sound infrastructure
planning.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury north of A41 (Woodlands)
The same comments on D-AGT1South hold here. The effect of traffic on the town centre and commuting to North
Aylesbury will have a severe impact on the local transport system especially the A41. The part of the VALP is therefore
not justified nor effective.
D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of A41 (Hampden Fields)
1) Again, the impact on the road system on the A41, A413 and gyratory system will be severe. The plan is not effective.
2) See also comments on 3.22 and D-AGT1
4.125 RAF Halton
Surely the impact of development of Halton on the surrounding road network needs to be carefully assessed as part of
the plan using a valid traffic model. The current plan is wholly inadequate in this regard. This again raises the
questions on the preparation of VALP.
Policy Hl: Affordable housing
The target for large developments is 35% affordable housing. Woodlands development itself only provides 20%. This
precedent will allow developers to ignore the target. VALP is therefore not consistent with national policy in this
important aspect.
7.16 East-West Rail
The VALP gives scant regard to the East-West Rail project. This is surprising as this is indeed a key infrastructure
project with excellent possibilities for the Vale. The current VALP does not exhibit the 'most appropriate strategy' as a
properly "Justified" plan should.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
AVDC surely needs to show that it is actively planning to embrace the government backed opportunities for transport,
housing and facilities that the expressway will surely allow. At the very least, the total lack of detail here means that
VALP is not "Consistent with national policy"
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers
I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
Summary:

I note that there are no "Air quality" actions within the plan. As a result the current plan is neither "Positively Prepared"
nor "Justified."
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs John & Christine Raines [28908]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

My comments on the above are:
3.3 and Policy S1 Sustainable development
The positioning of 1,000+ houses in the Hamden Fields area alone is going to create havoc for all of the Vale of
Aylesbury and
is short sighted in the extreme. We know from the congestion currently experienced this will result in more gridlock so how will the public get to work,
schools, hospitals etc - is there a plan we don't know about for this because I am extremely concerned about this.
3.15 New Settlement
A new town may be the way forward as it should be self sufficient - most importantly schools particularly secondary
education which are not coping now but there will
still be the traffic problem.
3.22 Developments such as Hampden Fields and Stoke Mandeville will change the aspect of the Vale totally - that is
what we are made up of - villages with
our own identity.
4.16 ATS
Pie in the sky transport plan. I would like something to be more realistic and happen in my lifetime, a proper plan
made by current councillors and not left
to be put right by our councillors of the future which by that time will be too late.
D-AGTI South Aylesbury
The positioning of 1,000+ houses between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall doesn't bear thinking
about. Transport alone is comprised already
and certainly I can't be the only person who would put themselves in a position of moving to this area and not being
able to commute.
9.38 Air Quality
This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
John Raines

Summary:

This is a very important issue particularly as we are in a Vale and needs positive policies in place.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Christine and Dennis Clarke [30281]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

I understand that the local plan for the Vale of Aylesbury is the subject of a public enquiry and I would like to add my
comments to those of other residents and organisations who have concerns regarding the current proposals. Please
see below my views on specific sections of the plan:3.22 I am concerned that developments such as Hampden Fields and Woodlands will impose on the identity of
villages such as Stoke Mandeville, Weston Turville and Wendover as building on such a large scale will cause a
"blurring" of the borders of these villages with Aylesbury itself.
4.17 Interventions such as orbital roads are not happening quickly enough and the impact of 16,000 houses around
the edges of Aylesbury will have an effect on the roads in the town. Our MP David Lidington has already commented
that he does not want Aylesbury to be known as a gridlock town. Well my view is that between 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 am
and also between 3.00 p.m. and 6.30 p.m. on the Tring and Wendover roads in and out of Aylesbury this is already the
situation. Building on such a scale in one location between these two major routes in and out of Aylesbury is only going
to exacerbate the traffic problems we are already experiencing in this location and no amount of orbital or link roads is
going to help.
Policy D1: Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town I consider to be an insult to the people of Aylesbury. With the amount of
building developments including infilling between existing residences, especially on the Tring Road towards Tring itself,
I am concerned that there will be no room left for any open or green spaces in Aylesbury which will make a mockery of
the name associated with "Garden" towns.
7.20 I think that the AVDC should look to make the most of the Oxford - Cambridge railway as I understand they are
proposing to build a significant amount of housing and related expansion on this line which will open up opportunities to
develop the middle and north areas of Buckinghamshire. This would relieve the necessity to overcompensate
development in the Aylesbury area.
9.28 Air quality - This aspect of any rapid development of Aylesbury must be addressed as if not this is very likely to
impact on the health of the local population. I did not move away from London many years ago to end up in a constant
traffic jam.

Summary:

Air quality - This aspect of any rapid development of Aylesbury must be addressed as if not this is very likely to impact
on the health of the local population. I did not move away from London many years ago to end up in a constant traffic
jam.
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Respondent: Mr and Mrs J.R. and S. Taylor [32215]
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Full Text:

We wish to make the following comments regarding our thoughts on the above:
As a general comment we think that the document on your website is too complex for us to comment on in a specific
way, (some 271 pages) therefore our comments are based on what we feel is common sense.
3.3 and policy S1 sustainable development.
Any development should only go ahead if it is sustainable. We wonder how in 2008 we were advised that central
government had dictated that we must build 10,000 extra houses in the Aylesbury area and in less than ten years this
requirement has increased to 27,000 extra houses. We ask where are the jobs coming from, where are the schools,
hospitals, doctor's surgeries and other services? Such enormous growth cannot be sustainable without vital services.
We hear in the press how the existing services are stretched. We also are concerned about traffic problems. Where is
the essential ring road?
Surely all these things should be completed before vast numbers of houses are built. It seems wrong that central
government should dictate what happens to Aylesbury. Would it not be a better policy to rely on natural growth which
would be more likely to happen if we improved the infrastructure around Aylesbury first. This would then attract
investment by industry to the area, which would mean more jobs that would then lead on to a demand for more housing.
4.16 Aylesbury Transport Strategy
We note from your "Aylesbury Transport Improvements Plan" that some of the roads to the north and west are
described as "inspirational". We are not sure what this means, however we believe that since they are part of the
Aylesbury ring road they should be considered essential and constructed sooner rather that later and preferably before
the planned additional houses are constructed. We note that the M25 did not have parts that were left out and
described as inspirational when it was built.
We have lived in the area for 39 years initially at Aston Clinton for ten years and the rest of our time at our present
address in Wendover Road. During this time, we have not seen any significant improvement to the road system to
address the traffic congestion to the south of Aylesbury. Over the years the traffic has increased significantly on
Wendover Road and now regularly comes to a standstill on an evening, out-side our property, during the rush hours. At
the best of times it can take several minutes before we can join the traffic when exiting our drive.
This situation will only get worse unless significant investment in new roads is planned and road improvements are
completed, since more houses inevitably leads on to more traffic.
It is a fact that the route through Weston-Turville is used a southern bypass by many drivers to avoid congestion on the
A41 or to seek an alternative way around Aylesbury. This has been the case for many years.
3.22 Preserving the character and identities of neighbouring settlements and resisting development compromising open
countryside between settlements.
From our perspective this ideal is not going to happen given the areas that are designated for housing. Our own village
"Weston Turville" will be compromised by the Hampdon Fields development and Woodlands will join up with Aston
Clinton. Growth in Aston Clinton has been allowed by AVDC without check, ignoring the lack of what can be
accommodated within the existing supporting services within this village.
As a general comment living in the Aylesbury area has become less desirable, since we came here in 1978 and we
fear will only get worse for us and thousands of people living in the Aylesbury district and surrounding villages without
better management of growth.
4.125 RAF HaltonWe all know that the closure of RAF Halton will release around 700 acres of land for other uses. There are many
buildings that could be utilized for accommodation for the homeless and young people setting up homes for the first
time and those that cannot afford to purchase. What a wonderful opportunity presenting itself, which should be
embraced by AVDC to solve the problem of housing Aylesbury Vales less fortunate people. Surely there are many
existing houses used by RAF personnel which will become available.
Some existing sites could be suitable for business purposes and this should be looked at.
The 1000 or so additional houses in the plan will have a significant effect on the surrounding road network and will need
to be carefully assessed.
Much of RAF Halton has sites of historical value and provides interest for schools and the general public, we would
hope that these will be conserved for future generations. The open areas give opportunities to the leisure industry,
sports clubs recreation for people living in the area.
7.16 East west rail.
VALP needs to recognise the significance of the East-West Rail to the Vale of Aylesbury with energy and commitment.
It is a key infrastructure project and will have a significant impact and as such should be fully embraced. This is in
contrast to the HS2 project which will destroy much of what we currently enjoy and offers nothing in return.
7.20 Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.
Similar to the above this opens up so much opportunity and should be fully embraced. Surely AVDC should capitalize
on this project and the opportunities it will present for transport and housing.
9.38 Air quality requirements on developers.
This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
We hope you will find our thoughts and comments helpful and look forward to hearing from you.

Summary:

This is always on our minds as we live on a main road we wonder about the effect that emissions will have on our
health. With more housing and the increase of traffic it will increase, so AVDC should commit itself to positive actions
to improve air quality.
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This is welcome, given the proven importance of air quality to health and quality of life. But the Plan focuses too much
on the effects of development. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.

Summary:

This is welcome, given the proven importance of air quality to health and quality of life. But the Plan focuses too much
on the effects of development. The Council should commit in this Plan to positive policies and actions to improve air
quality.
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Move to a proactive approach on air quality.
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Policy S1
Sustainable Development.
The increase is housing in the area is currently not sustainable as there has been no improvement in the road network
there is increasing congestion in Aylesbury. I've been living in the area for 25 years and other than minor changes to
road junctions there have been no major improvements to reduce congestion. Reading the proposals there is no sign of
a comprehensive by-pass within a reasonable timescale. The by-pass needs to be in place before all the proposed
development.
3.22
The Council will seek to preserve the character and identities.
This is not strong enough; you are already trying to coalesce Aylesbury with Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville with
the Hampden Fields development.
4.14
Aylesbury Town centre
There needs to be more thought on the impact of traffic on the town centre with the extra housing around the town
4.16
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
The "orbital strategy" is only aspirational, it needs to be an actual positive plan and be implemented
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The amount of planed growth is not sustainable and cannot be accommodated
D-AGT1 South Aylesbury
This creates coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Hampden Hall; this is not a reasonable strategy.
Placing 1000+ houses, schools etc. along the south east link road will give a severe impact on the gyratory and
surrounding roads.
D-AGT3 Aylesbury North of A41 (Woodlands)
The effect on the A41 for the amount of development in this location will be catastrophic, and is not justified
D-AGT4 Aylesbury South of A41 (Hampden Fields)
The traffic impact at the gyratory and the A41 and A413 will be severe.
See also comments above on 3.22
4.125 RAF Halton
Putting 1000+ houses on RAF Halton will have a grave potential impact on the surrounding road network. Has the
necessary traffic modelling been assessed?
Policy H1 Affordable Housing
All large developments should have 35% affordable housing; the development at Woodlands has only 20% this will let
other developers to follow suite. This is not justifiable and not consistent will national policy
7.16 East-West Rail
Is a key infrastructure project and should be fully embraced, the current VALP does not put forward the appropriate
strategy as a comprehensive plan would.
7.20 Oxford - Cambridge Expressway
The government supports this scheme so AVDC need to actively plan to capitalise on the housing and transport
opportunities this will bring forward
9.39 Air Quality requirement on Developers
Air quality is vital to heath, the council should commit in the plan to improve the air quality within the area. The council
has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.

Summary:

The council has confirmed the major source of pollution is from road transport. This needs to be tacked as a first when
development is taking place. The road infrastructure needs to be implemented before the increase in road traffic,
Aylesbury need a proper comprehensive dual carriageway with bridges and underpasses at its junctions to keep the
majority of the traffic flowing freely keeping the pollution to a minimum within the town as through traffic will by-pass the
town centre and on the by-pass itself as there will be minimal stop start at junctions.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]
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N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Paragraph 9.44
We are pleased to see that you have made reference to our publication 'Model
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination (CLR11)' when assessing
contamination risks and remediation. This will help to ensure that there is no potential
risk to controlled waters.
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Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
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Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

We are pleased with the inclusion of this paragraph 9.46. This will help ensure that controlled water resources are
protected. However for the purposes for clarity and accuracy we wish to point out that the GP3 document has been
simplified and is now represented by the following document: 'The Environment Agency's approach to groundwater
protection.'This document can be found on the GOV.UK website

Change to Plan

Paragraph 9.46
Paragraph 9.46 states:
"Consideration should also be given to the protection of groundwater from areas of
contamination, in particular where source protection zones (SPZs) are present.
Reference should be made to the Environment Agency's Groundwater Protection:
Principals and Practice (GP3) document."
We are pleased with the inclusion of this paragraph. This will help ensure that controlled water resources are protected.
However for the purposes for clarity and accuracy we wish to point out that the GP3 document has been simplified and
is now represented by the following document: 'The Environment Agency's approach to groundwater protection.'
This document can be found on the GOV.UK website by using the following link
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/groundwater-protection-positionstatements
Suggested new wording for paragraph 9.46 to update it would be:
"9.46 - Consideration should also be given to the protection of groundwater from areas of contamination, in particular
where source protection zones (SPZs) are present.
Reference should be made to the Environment Agency's groundwater protection
position statements that can be found in The Environment Agency's approach to
groundwater protection."

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
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Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
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Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.
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Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criterion b. of Policy NE5 as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the
clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

NE6 Pollution, air quality and contaminated land
We are pleased with the section under the 'Contaminated Land' heading however there
should be a more specific reference to the potential pollution of groundwater. Our main
concern for development on contaminated land is the impacts on groundwater quality

Change to Plan

There should be a more specific reference to the potential pollution of groundwater. Our main concern for development
on contaminated land is the impacts on groundwater quality.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The issues of noise pollution and air quality have been specifically raise in
feedback in the WNP process and we look to work with AVDC and other
stakeholders to develop policies, and initiatives, to mitigate the concerns outlined
in the Policy
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Respondent: Aylesbury Society (Mr Keith Robinson) [32385]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

The Aylesbury Society
General Points
1. The Society's response is only concerned with those aspects of the plan which we believe imping on Aylesbury itself.
2. Our response will only deal with areas within which we have some knowledge and experience.
3. Arising from Point 2 above we are of the view that the sheer range of the plan (313 pages) together with the
considerable number of supporting documents (64 No.) means that a meaningful consultation is not possible. The
studies on Housing and Economic Development Needs, Sustainability, Cumulative Growth Impact, Housing Land
Supply, New Settlement, Green belt, Land Availability, Sequential test Landscape, Open Space and Recreation, Retail,
Viability Assessment, Aylesbury Transport Strategy, Countrywide Traffic Modelling, Housing Delivery and Infrastructure
Delivery are generally comprehensive documents with major 'chapter' devoted to Aylesbury and its surrounds. There
are no bodies with the range of skills to deal holistically with the various aspects.
4. In several cases, particularly transportation, the studies are incomplete, leaving doubts as to the conclusions in the
proposed plan or effect on the existing area.
5. A major and significant omission is the lack of consideration of air quality and to what degree it will deteriorate as a
result of development.
6. Failure to comment on some aspects of the plan does not imply approval or agreement to those aspects.
7. There is a need for a policy on community assets.
Before considering the principles and policies we wish to comment on the VALP definition of the town centre. It is
defined as including Aylesbury College, Morrison's, the Vale Park. We would define it more narrowly as the area bound
by the Chiltern Line railways, Exchange Street, New Street and Oxford Road including Friars Square, Market Square,
Hale Leys and the High Street.
The remaining areas in the Town Centre Plan we consider as edge of centre with the exceptions of the Aqua Vale
Centre which is accessed from the Park Road and well over 800 meters from the main retail area and therefore
detached.
This smaller area is where the signs of decline and the need for regeneration are most obvious. Including area further
out has the effect of glossing over the extent to which the town centre as defined more narrowly has been undermined
by the way that retail parks and big supermarkets have been allowed in other parts of the town - a past failure a adopt
what the Town Centre Plan calls a 'connected whole town approach.
Section 3 - Strategic
Para 3.3 - Should include reference to social facilities such as community centres, church halls, public houses, cafes
etc.
Para 3.6 - We do not consider that the VALP has taken sufficient account of water and transport constraints nor that
sustainability of residential location has been fully taken into account (see later).
Para. 3.13 - The location of the 'oversupply' of employment land reflects the lack of connectivity of some sites to the
transport network.
Para 3.41 - Reflects a wish rather than a policy. It is by no means certain that necessary infrastructure will be4
delivered 'in timely manner' or even at all (see letter).
Section 4
Para. 4.13 - If Aylesbury town centre is to be a sub-regional centre then it requires exhibition halls and areas set aside
for use for open air festivals. None of these are present nor are they proposed in Policy D7. The polices and proposals
in the Town Centre Plan do not appear to have been brought forward in Policies D7 and D8. Nor do any proposals for
'greening' the town centre as a whole appear in the document.
Para 4.16 - The three transport studies in the supporting evidence demonstrate that the following three objective will not
be achieved; minimising the impact of future growth on traffic levels, congestion and air quality, improving journey time
reliability and improving access and movement in the town centre.
Para 4.18 - makes no reference to community centres and village halls.
Para 4.28 (1) How will traffic growth be managed?
(2) No road improvements are proposed in the existing built up area
(3) Where will festivals be staged?
(4) There are no proposals to slow or stop the drift of employees away from the centre (e.g to Gatehouse) which is one
of the root causes of the decline of the town centre.
(5) How will the growth of Aylesbury narrow the gap between the affluent and less well off...... Explain.
Policy D1 (b) According to the infrastructure Delivery Plan infrastructure will NOT be provided at the right time.
Policy D1 (h) A sub-policy is required to prevent residential encroachment by fencing hedging or construction onto local
green infrastructure.
Policy D6 requires a clause setting limits to non retails uses in the town centre retail areas.
Para 4.196 Where will open space be provided, what will it be used for? A more positive statement and location and
required.
Para 4.220 Makes no mention of narrow footways in Buckingham St., and Cambridge St., the unnecessary intrusion of
vehicles into Kingsbury and Market Square and the new to extend the long standing pedestrianisation of Upper High
Street.
Para 4.227 Parking policy and shop types need to take into account the sharp rise in 'click and pick-up' e.g. Argos and
Waitrose/John Lewis which may well be the future of shopping in town centre. It may be that short term 'drive through'
parking will arise
Section 5 - Housing
As policy is driven by government pressure we have no comment to make on number. However, we believe that no all
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reasonable alternatives sites have been considered. Given the road and rail improvements proposed across the
congestion on Tring Road and Bedgrove without mitigation measures and lesser effects with full mitigation. In the
summary table 5A Aylesbury it is stated that neither mitigation scenario fully negates the local plan impact.
The Aylesbury Transport Strategy has three objectives: to improve transport connectivity and accessibility, to improve
accessibility to other urban centres and to contribute to improving air by minimising the growth in traffic levels and
congestion. This last is clearly a contradiction, further objectives are: improving journey time reliability, reducing
accidents and making it easier to travel by bus, cycle and foot.
The base year AM analysis shows congestion in the AM Peak on Tring Road, Wendover Road, all a road approaches
to the Walton Triangle and Oxford Road. The congestion plot for the AM peak is 2033 without mitigation shows
extensive serious congestion on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and on all approaches to the Walton
Triangle. The model shows, with full mitigation, serious congestion arises on Oxford Road, Lower Road, Bedgrove,
Tring Road, Broughton Lane Buckingham Road and Bicester Road (Fig. 6.5 and 6.6).
AVDC produced a Transport Topic Paper with the draft submission. The paper sets out the purpose of the above
papers and lists the previous public comments and AVDC's response.
It is our view that the comparisons of changes in traffic conditions do not properly take into account the several
residential developments approved in the recent past. These pre-empted the VALP and their impact is not considered.
It is our view that the transport infrastructure to be provided is inadequate for the ultimate level of development
including those recently approached development.
No consideration has been given to the potential effects of enlarging both Winslow and Haddenham instead of just one.
Despite occasional references within the explanatory paragraphs there is no policy on park and ride.
There is no policy on priority for public transport nor a comprehensive approach to bus priority except as an indication
on one plan.
8. Air Quality NE 6
From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.
It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
g. Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and
Stoke Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
As a society we do not have the expertise and experience to comprehensively comment on the full range of
infrastructure needs. Our comments are this limited to transport.
Although most of the link roads are marked 'critical' in the IDP for completion by 2023 (medium term) several are
'developer contribution' funded with no indication as to whether this is in whole or in part. Several have vague indicative
costs.
The Western Link is described as critical but 'funding could be an issue'. The North East Link is described as
'necessary' in contrast to all the other links. There is no explanation for this anomaly. Funding is also vague.
Park and ride (in association with the PPTCs) is described as desirable. It is the society's view that it is essential and
critical particularly in interim period when the links are piecemeal.
Overall we are of the opinion that there should be policy of no further development until at least two park and ride sites,
linked by bus priority measures, are available and the system of link is substantially complete.
A policy of monitoring the transport infrastructure should be included which includes levels of congestion, air quality,
accident rates and reliability of travel time by all modes of transport.
Summary:

From traffic studies it can be seen that congestion is likely to increase significantly on Lowe Road, Stoke Road, Tring
Road and Wendover Road at least until such time as the link road network is complete. Congestion will decrease air
quality particularly on Tring Road.

Change to Plan

It is suggested that the following sub clauses be added to 'Air Quality'
Any development proposed which is shown to lower air quality on Tring Road, Wendover Road, Lower Road and Stoke
Road will not be permitted.
Sub clause (e) needs to indicate that if air quality standards elsewhere are likely to be breached elsewhere
development will not be permitted.
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None

Attachments:
Robinson Keith, Aylesbury Society, 32385_Redacted.pdf
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2585

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE6 Pollution, air quality and contaminated land

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2590

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE6 Pollution, air quality and contaminated land

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Noise pollution can also effect
species, especially bats that use
sound to feed and travel.
Assessment of noise pollution by
development should include
assessment of impacts to sensitive
animal receptors not just human
receptors.

Change to Plan

Changes to policy wording;
Developments likely to generate
more significant levels of noise
will be permitted only where
appropriate noise attenuation
measures are incorporated which
would reduce the impact on the
surrounding land uses (existing
or proposed) and sensitive
human and animal receptors, to
acceptable levels in accordance
with Government guidance.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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625

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE7 Local green space

Respondent: CPRE Buckinghamshire (Mr Neil Salisbury) [31936]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We support the principles of the NPPF in protecting local green spaces from potential development. The NPPF says it
should be designated "where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves and where
the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for example
because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its
wildlife"
So Green Park in Aston Clinton should be a Designated Green Space, because it is an essential facility for recreation
enjoyed by the community. However we understand that Bucks County Council have identified it as "retained for
possible future development". Although this is being addressed at the Neighbourhood Plan level, it is also a fact that
the Local Plan overrides Neighbourhood Plans where there is conflict, so we would strongly recommend that the Local
Plan (and Bucks CC) formally identifies Green Park as a Designated Green Space.

Summary:

The designation of Green Park in Aston Clinton as "retained for possible future development" should be changed to a
Designated Green Space.

Change to Plan

Change designation of Green Park as described.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
ii, iv

Attachments:
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1224

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE7 Local green space

Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Rowntree Neil 29534 BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP December 2017.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2454

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE7 Local green space

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2454

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE7 Local green space

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

Measures to improve public access to local green space will be encouraged.
The Policy is welcomed and given the public feedback we look to develop local
initiatives to open up available land for the public benefit where possible, and/or
enhance the amenity and facilities available on or adjacent to the site concerned.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Legal?
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Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
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2586

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE7 Local green space

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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800

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Policy NE8 seeks to "protect the best and most versatile farmland" and establish onerous tests for development
proposals without regard to the relative scale or actual implications of the potential loss. That policy approach is
unduly restrictive and goes far beyond the terms of paragraph 112 of the NPPF that simply requires the District Council
to take account of the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and as such clearly
does not prohibit against its loss as Policy NE8 seeks to. As a result, the application of Policy NE8 will inappropriately
prevent / delay otherwise sustainable development.
Soundness:
For the reasons set out above, Bovis Homes object to Policy NE8, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is
inconsistent with national policy.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy NE8, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent with national policy.

Change to Plan

Revise policy as follows:
- Delete first sentence.
- "Where development involving best and more versatile agricultural land is proposed, the Council will consider the
economic and other benefits of that land relative to the benefits of the proposed development Those areas should be
preferentially used as green open space and built structures avoided.
- Delete rest of policy.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
iv

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1375

Support

9. Natural Environment

NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.

Change to Plan

N/A

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

9. Natural Environment

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Millard, Ruth 30449, Weedon Parish Council.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1535

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Respondent: Catesby Estates Limited [32304]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Alastair Bird) [32303]

Full Text:

Please find enclosed a copy of our representations to the VALP proposed submission consultation, submitted on behalf
of Catesby Estates Limited.

Summary:

The approach put forward by the District Council at draft Policy NE8 is not however considered to be
consistent with national policy - namely paragraph 112 of the NPPF. There is therefore no requirement for development
proposals to be designed so that BMV land is
maintained as green open space.

Change to Plan

With this in mind, it is considered that draft Policy NE8 should be amended as follows:
"The Council will take into account the economic and other
benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land.
Where significant development involving best and most
versatile agricultural land is proposed, the Council will seek to
use poorer quality land in preference to that of higher quality."
The proposed amendments would ensure that the policy accords with paragraph 112 of the NPPF.
Moreover, it is noted that Natural England's guidance note, 'Agricultural Land Classification: protecting
the best and most versatile agricultural land' (December 2012), advises that they would only provide
a consultation response for applications involving the loss of over 20ha of BMV land. As such, it is
considered that the supporting text to Policy NE8 should align with Natural England's guidance and
define 'significant development' of BMV land as schemes involving sites of over 20ha.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
1530_Redacted.pdf
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1603

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

Policy NE8 proposes to restrict development which results in the loss of any BMV agricultural land, unless there are no
sequentially preferable sites and the benefits outweigh the harm.
This is not consistent with paragraph 112 of the NPPF, which restricts only significant development affecting BMV
agricultural land, and which does not apply a strict sequential test as proposed by Policy NE8. The policy must be
redrafted to accord with the NPPF.

Change to Plan

Policy NE8 should be reworded to accord with the NPPF.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1641

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

There is no requirement in national policy for a sequential test to be applied to BMV.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
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Legal?
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Sound?
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Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
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Object

9. Natural Environment

NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy is inconsistent with the NPPF which does not protect BMV land; it merely requires LPAs to take into account
the economic and other benefits of BMV land. The policy should be re-written. The policy needs to be rewritten against
the context of what is considered to be significant loss, which has been confirmed through case law to be 20 hectares
or greater. This consideration should be fed into the context of the policy.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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Object

9. Natural Environment

NE8 Best and most versatile agricultural land

Respondent: Cerda Planning Limited (Tina Pearsall) [32102]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

16.112 Reps_November 2017
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013-2033
PROPOSED SUBMISSION REPRESENTATIONS
Policy S1
In general, there is no objection to a sustainable development policy being introduced into
the Local Plan. However, where this is to be introduced, it should fairly reflect the provisions
of Paragraph 14 of the NPPF other than where there are specific circumstances which apply
to Aylesbury Vale.
Particular objection is made to Paragraph A which sets out the tilted balance. Whilst the
way in which the tilted balance is to be applied reflects the NPPF, the trigger mechanism
does not; Paragraph A states that the only circumstances by which the tilted balance will
engage is where there are no policies relevant to a planning application.
This does not reflect the provisions of the NPPF which sets out that the tilted balance should
apply where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date.
Policy S1 should be amended to reflect these provisions.
Policy S2
It is appropriate for the Local Plan to identify the housing requirements over the plan period.
This should be expressed as a minima if it is to be consistent with the NPPF; as drafted Policy
S2 suggests that the housing requirements has a cap or limit.
In any event, objections are lodged to the total 27,400 houses to be delivered in the period
to 2033. This figure does not accurately reflect the full objectively assessed housing needs. It
is to be noted that the previous Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan had to be withdrawn, in part, as
a result of not meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Needs. Consequently, the Council must
do all it can to deliver housing and to boost significantly the supply in accordance with the
provisions of the NPPF.
The Council should also be aware that as drafted, Policy S2 is clearly a housing land supply
policy the purposes of Paragraph 49 of the NPPF in terms of the scale and distribution
requirements of the policy.
Policy S3
Our representations relate primarily to Aston Clinton, which is fairly identified as a larger
village given the significant range of shops, services and facilities contained within Aston
Clinton as well as the sustainability advantages given that Aston Clinton is only a short
distance from the main town within the administrative boundary of Aylesbury Vale.
In this context, it is unacceptable and the subject of objection that there are no allocated
sites identified for Aston Clinton. It is acknowledged that Aston Clinton has had a series of
completions in the recent past, however the approach taken in the emerging Local Plan
effectively turns its back on Aston Clinton for much of the plan period, extending to 2033,
once the existing commitments are brought forward and completed.
16.112 Reps_November 2017
This approach will undermine the economic, social and environmental sustainability
credentials of Aston Clinton and runs-counter to the overarching strategy which seeks to
deliver significant quantities of development at the larger villages given the important role
that they play in Aylesbury Vale. It is also a blanket policy of the type clearly resisted by the
PPG.
Policy S7
No specific objections are lodged to the provisions of Policy S7, however, it is important that
as applied it should not be read as providing some sort of sequential approach seeking to
utilise previously developed land in favour of greenfield land. If the policy were to be
applied in that manner, it would be inconsistent with the NPPF which does not contain any
such sequential approach.
Policy H5
As drafted, the policy is unnecessarily vague and does not set out what percentage of
serviced plots for sale to sell/custom builders will be required. It is also not clear why the
threshold of 100 dwellings was identified, nor whether a sliding scale of provision has been
considered.
Whilst it is important that a site by site assessment is undertaken, as set out in the policy,
broad parameters should be identified at this stage to provide certainty both to developers
and landowners, as well as those involved in the delivery of self/custom plots.
Policy T7
It is not clear why the threshold of 10 dwellings has been identified for the provision of electric
vehicle infrastructure. It is also unclear why a floorspace threshold of 760 sq.m has been
identified; in other policies setting a threshold the floorspace is typically 1,000 sq.m where it
relates to 10 or more dwellings.
In any event, electric vehicle infrastructure is expensive and weighs heavily on a cost plan. It
is also the case that there is different infrastructure requirements for different manufactures;
for example BMW charge infrastructure varies significantly from Tesla.
In the circumstances, the policy should identify that passive electric infrastructure should be
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provided which can then converted to active electric vehicle infrastructure dependant on
the owners requirements.
Policy NE8
The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy
seeks to protect best and most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is
to taken into account the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile
agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a
consequence is unacceptable and the subject of objections.
It is also the case that the NPPF does not require that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural land. Where best and most versatile
land is to be lost, this is to be weighed in the balance but it is 16.112 Reps_November 2017 not necessary for the
benefits of housing to outweigh the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land as a simple two sides of the
equation approach.
Summary:

The provisions of Policy NE8 are inconsistent with the NPPF. Whereas the local plan policy seeks to protect best and
most versatile farmland for the longer term, the NPPF requirement is to taken into account the economic and other
benefits of best and most versatile agricultural land.
As drafted therefore, Policy NE8 goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF and as a consequence is unacceptable
and the subject of objections.
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Attachments:
Pearsall, Tina 32102.pdf
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Respondent: Rectory Homes Limited (Mr Tim Northey) [29947]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached representations submitted by Rectory Homes in response to the consultation on the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission, together with an appended report which forms part of the supporting
evidence to these representations.

Summary:

his policy concerns the protection of the best and most versatile t requires that where the development of agricultural
land is necessary, poorer quality land is preferential over higher quality land. However, the drafted policy does not
accord with the NPPF as it omits the reference to these circumstances involving "significant development of agricultural
land" (Paragraph 112). The policy therefore needs amending to include this reference to ensure consistency with the
NPPF.

Change to Plan

Significant amendments to the emerging plan and its proposed policies are therefore required to address the points
made in these representations to ensure that it is legally compliant.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Northey Tim 29947 Housing Needs in Aylesbury Vale - Review and Critique of the Evidence Base.pdf
1842a_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: CALA Homes [32271]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (Ms Laura Humphries) [32270]

Full Text:

Please find attached in 10no. emails the representations made by CALA Homes to the draft Local Plan.

Summary:

Policy NE8 proposes to restrict development which results in the loss of any BMV agricultural land, unless there are no
sequentially preferable sites and the benefits outweigh the harm.
This is not consistent with paragraph 112 of the NPPF, which relates only to significant development affecting BMV
agricultural land, and which does not apply a strict sequential test as proposed by Policy NE8. The policy must be
redrafted to accord with the NPPF.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Policy NE8 should be reworded to accord with the NPPF.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part4xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 1. OAN.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3. Policy S3 Ickford.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 5. Para 3.80 5YRHLS Buffer.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 7. Policy NE5 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 8. Policy NE8.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166 Conceptual Axonometric.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 2. Policy S3 Edlesborough.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 3166_DAS addendum_rev A.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 6.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 9.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) FINAL Planning Statement inc AH &amp; HoTS.PDF
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Heritage Assessment.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Ickford Planning Statement Final 2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2741_172_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Addendum_Low
res.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part3xx.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 1.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) Letter AVDC Plan Strat 14.12.2017_Redacted.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 4.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 5.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) LVIA part 7.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 4. Policy S3 Landscape.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part2.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) DS.01 - Design Statement_Outline App_RevA_A3.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) 6. Policy H6 Housing Policies.pdf
Humphries, Laura 32270 (CALA Homes) JSL2791_171A_Landscape Visual Impact Assessment_Part5.pdf
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Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

The SG notes the above policy and will look to address these issues, as
feedback is undertaken.
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Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
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Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.
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Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB welcomes the proposal to develop SPD around trees and development. Incorporating this into a wider SPD
covering landscape, biodiversity and the wider natural environment would be sensible, in our opinion, as it will be easier
to avoid setting up conflicting advice. For example, while tree planting is generally to be welcomed there are locations
and circumstances where it is not appropriate - such as tree planting on other (non-treed) habitats of importance. The
SPD (when produced) should make this clear.

Summary:

The RSPB welcomes the proposal to develop SPD around trees and development. Incorporating this into a wider SPD
covering landscape, biodiversity and the wider natural environment would be sensible, in our opinion, as it will be easier
to avoid setting up conflicting advice. For example, while tree planting is generally to be welcomed there are locations
and circumstances where it is not appropriate - such as tree planting on other (non-treed) habitats of importance. The
SPD (when produced) should make this clear.
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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9. Natural Environment

Summary:

9.59

Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Ellis, Jane 32090.pdf
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Support

9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring and heavy penalties imposed when any are destroyed.

Summary:

Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring and heavy penalties imposed when any are destroyed.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Mrs Nicky Gregory [31914]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Fully support all measures to protect trees and extremely strong penalties should be applied to any contravention.
More trees should be planted wherever possible.

Summary:

Fully support all measures to protect trees and extremely strong penalties should be applied to any contravention.
More trees should be planted wherever possible.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified
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N/A
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The protection of trees, especially mature trees, is paramount. Any contravention should be severely dealt with.
Developers should be encouraged to plant more trees. Everyone should be encouraged to plant more trees.

Summary:

The protection of trees, especially mature trees, is paramount. Any contravention should be severely dealt with.
Developers should be encouraged to plant more trees. Everyone should be encouraged to plant more trees.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB supports draft policy NE9 as part of a coordinated approach to ensuring no net loss of biodiversity to
development, and to helping deliver a net gain.

Summary:

The RSPB supports draft policy NE9 as part of a coordinated approach to ensuring no net loss of biodiversity to
development, and to helping deliver a net gain.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
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Sound?
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N/A
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

N/A
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Rowntree Neil 29534 BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP December 2017.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
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Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.

Change to Plan

N/A

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

9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Gladman Developments Ltd (Ms Nicole Penfold)
[29523]

Agent:

Full Text:

Please see attached representation and appendices.

Summary:

Object to the proposed scale of the buffers.

N/A

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Proposed Submission - Gladman Final incl appendices.pdf
Penfold Nicole 29523 VALP Response Form - Gladman Developments.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1708 - 32286 - NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands - None

1708

Object

9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy needs to allow a balance (as per NE1). Stating a development will be resisted because of the loss of trees,
hedges and orchards requires re-drafting as there could be many instances where additional planting, either on-site on
off-site, could mitigate and significantly reduce the area lost.

Change to Plan
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Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

On some sites the replacement planting may not be achievable or desirable due to site constraints.

Change to Plan

It is recommended the Policy should be reworded as follows 'where loss of trees is considered acceptable, adequate
replacement provision will be sought that use species that are in sympathy with the character of the existing tree
species in the locality and the site'.
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.

Change to Plan

N/A
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

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

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This is welcomed and the SG would want its WNP to contribute to policies ensuring
as far as possible the proper management of trees, hedgerows and woods.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

There is no requirement for the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI works. Installing
the required plants and physical
works is only the first stage. How
will you know if implementation was
successful? How will you know if the
GI is providing the ecosystem
services it was designed for? How
will you know if the habitat created
is providing habitat for the desired
species?

Change to Plan

Additional wording;
All development requires the
monitoring and evaluation of
biodiversity or GI improvement,
and remedial measures applied if
not achieving satisfactory
condition within stipulated
timeframes.
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Legal?
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Sound?
No
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Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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9. Natural Environment

NE9 Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

While the text above the Policy
contains some details on Ancient
Woodland, it should be covered in
the policy.

Change to Plan

Additional paragraph in Policy;
Planning permission will be
refused for any development
resulting in the loss or
deterioration Ancient Woodlands
except in exceptional
circumstances (as for Policy
NE1). Development must provide
buffers to Ancient Woodland and
should provide additional planting
to join up fragmented areas of
woodland as part of the
development's GI.
Buffers recommended by Natural
England include;
15m for damage to roots
(earth works impacts)
50m buffer for activities
involving pollution or ground
compaction impacts.
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10. Countryside

10.6

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Board supports the policy's approach of retaining agricultural buildings for rural enterprise, with stricter controls on
residential use.
In paragraph 10.6 a third reference could be added as follows: "AVDC Design Guide for Conversion of Traditional Farm
Buildings and Conversion of Listed Historic Farm Buildings, and in the AONB, to the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide."

Summary:

The Board supports the policy's approach of retaining agricultural buildings for rural enterprise, with stricter controls on
residential use.
In paragraph 10.6 a third reference could be added as follows: "AVDC Design Guide for Conversion of Traditional Farm
Buildings and Conversion of Listed Historic Farm Buildings, and in the AONB, to the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide."

Change to Plan

In paragraph 10.6 a third reference could be added as follows: "AVDC Design Guide for Conversion of Traditional Farm
Buildings and Conversion of Listed Historic Farm Buildings, and in the AONB, to the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide."

Appear at exam?
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10.13

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome the recognition of the many buildings of historic or architectural importance in the countryside and the
seeking of their retention as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy
for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, but care has to be taken to retain features of architectural or historic importance, the character of the
building and its setting when re-using such buildings.

Change to Plan

N/A
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10. Countryside

C1 Conversion of rural buildings

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
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Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.

Change to Plan

N/A
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C1 Conversion of rural buildings

Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.

Change to Plan

N/A
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C1 Conversion of rural buildings

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criteria a. and i. as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear
strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy
Framework

Change to Plan

N/A
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C1 Conversion of rural buildings

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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C1 Conversion of rural buildings

some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

This Policy is generally welcomed and will be taken into account in developing
the WNP, together with public feedback on the issue.
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C2 Equestrian development

Respondent: Weedon Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [30449]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
At various meetings of Weedon Parish Council, councillors resolved to submit the following positive comments on the
Draft Submission of VALP.
The Parish Council is very pleased to see significant amendments in this draft submission from the previous
draft in 2015, and supports the current plan.
Section 4.29
Policy D1. Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
We support the Aylesbury Garden Town housing allocations, particularly the locations of the Major
Development Areas D‐AGT1 to D‐AGT6. The locations seem to have the best potential for meeting
transport strategy objectives, and avoid the Areas of Attractive Landscape, flood plains and other
unsuitable high‐visual‐impact landscape areas to the north and west of the town.
Section 4.169
Policy D3. Housing development at smaller villages
We support the policy of making no specific housing allocations at smaller villages and allowing villages to
make their own allocations through neighbourhood plans, or assessing sites coming forward as part of the
development management process against the strict criteria given.
Section 5.50
Policy H4. Replacement dwellings in the countryside
We welcome the policy on replacement dwellings in the countryside on a one‐for‐one basis on the basis of
no significant increase in size, no harm to the site, and according to the design principles in BE2.
Sections 8.1 to 8.39
BE1. Heritage assets
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting and conserving heritage assets.
Sections 8.40 to 8.45
BE2. Design of new development
We support the proposed policy on the design of new developments.
Sections 8.46 to 8.47
BE3. Protection of the amenity of residents
We support the proposed policy on the protection of the amenity of existing and future residents.
32 Campbell Close, Linden Village Tel 01280 814739
Buckingham MK18 7HP ‐ 2 - weedonparishclerk@talktalk.net
Section 8.48
BE4. Density of new development
We support the proposed policy on the density of new developments. It makes absolute sense to have
higher density areas in the centres of sites, particularly as this can help to prevent the worst of "urban
sprawl".
Sections 9.26 to 9.32
NE5. Landscape character and locally important landscape
We strongly support and welcome the strict policy of protecting landscape assets, particularly the
designated AALs and LLAs.
Sections 9.51 to 9.52
NE8. Best and most versatile agricultural land
We support the continued policy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land in the district.
Sections 9.53 to 9.59
NE9. Trees, hedgerows and woodlands
We strongly support the continued policy of enhancing and expanding the district's tree and woodland
resources, particularly native trees including black poplars.
Sections 10.1 to 10.26
C1. Conversion of rural buildings
We support the policy and strict criteria for the conversion of rural buildings.
Sections 10.27 to 10.50
C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.
Summary:

C2. Equestrian development
We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.

Change to Plan

N/A
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C2 Equestrian development

Respondent: Adstock Parish Council (Ruth Millard) [32188]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Further to our conversation this afternoon Lucy please note Adstock Parish Council response, kind regards Ruth
Adstock PC views are similar to Twyford. The number of new houses for a small village like Adstock would be
acceptable. Although it does have major issues now with the sewerage at current property levels.
The bigger concerns are the developments of Buckingham & Winslow.
The overall numbers of new houses for Aylesbury Vale in our opinion is unsustainable without major infrastructure
changes. We are not confident that what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on
services etc.

Summary:

We support the policy and criteria for equestrian development.

Change to Plan

N/A
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C2 Equestrian development

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

All the above Policies are welcomed.

Change to Plan

N/A
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C2 Equestrian development

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Consistency between policies may
be a problem and could lead to
confusion around policy
requirements. Some policies
pertaining to development, state
that impacts to the environment
should be avoided, whereas others
do not. Policy D10, C1 and C3 have
policy points covering impacts to the
environment, but H2, E8 and C2 do
not even though they set the rules
for development. If they are all
required to comply with EN1-9, I1
and I4 then this should be
referenced (as it is in policy C1). Or
policies H2, E8, C2 need to add
wording around protection of the
environment

Change to Plan

Reference EN1-9, I1 and I4 or
add dot point;
(taken from policy D10)
Not have an adverse impact
on environmental assets such
as the countryside,
landscapes, the historic
environment, biodiversity,
watercourses (including an
ecological buffer zone), open
space and green
infrastructure.
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10.57

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

10.57 in VALP also seeks to ensure that all development schemes achieve greater
efficiency in the use of natural resources, including measures to minimise energy use, improve water efficiency and
promote waste minimisation and recycling. This will involve consideration of building design, new material and
construction technologies, sustainable urban drainage scheme and water capture, layout and orientation, the use of
sustainable (including re-used) materials, and planning a scheme's resilience in terms of the future implications of
climate change. Developments should minimise construction waste and encourage reuse and recycling wherever
possible."This text para 10.57 could reference 'Policy C3 Renewable Energy.

Change to Plan

In order to be clear and to ensure it is not missed, this text para 10.57 could reference 'Policy C3 Renewable Energy',
which includes more detail on the water efficiency standards required.
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C3 Renewable Energy

Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

While we support the intention behind policy C3 we feel we must question whether, in practice, it will lead to any
decisions allowing any significant renewable energy scheme in the lifetime of this Plan.
The severity of the impacts of climate change and the urgency with which we must tackle both the causes (mitigation)
and the effects (adaptation) are now almost universally recognized and supported by an overwhelming weight of
scientific evidence. These effects are already being felt locally, nationally and globally and are likely to become
significantly more frequent, and much worse, within the timespan of this draft Plan. The plan needs to adopt a more
positive and proactive approach and the council needs to be prepared to make some difficult choices if it is to play its
part in mitigating the causes of climate change.
We have two concerns that could be addressed:
Firstly, while the policy begins by "encouraging" renewable energy development at the beginning, the practical
combined effect of all the subsequent conditions set in the policy might well be to rule out any significant renewable
energy development.
Secondly, "encouraging" feasibility assessments for district heating and CHP for certain forms and scales of
development is laudable, but the council will not be able to "require" them based on the policy as worded. And we also
question the likelihood of any feasibility study that is not subject to independent expert scrutiny concluding that DH/CHP
options for any development are in fact, "feasible". It would require extraordinary vision from any developer to result in
any such scheme becoming reality.
Instead of the criteria-based policy currently proposed, we strongly urge the Council to follow a spatial approach to
identifying renewable energy using a spatial methodology similar to that advocated in the RSPB's 2050 Energy Vision.
The summary report is at http://ww2.rspb.org.uk/Images/energy_vision_summary_report_tcm9-419580.pdf and the full
technical report at http://ww2.rspb.org.uk/Images/energy_vision_technical_report1_tcm9-419581.pdf. Please see
recommendation #2 in the summary report in particular. We accept that the report is focused mainly on ecological
constraints but there is no reason why other constraints (e.g. Green Belt, landscape, historic heritage) etc could not
also be incorporated into the methodology. We also accept this would be significant new work for the Council to
undertake but if the net result of the policy as proposed now is no renewable energy development of any significance,
then this ought not to be an acceptable outcome to the Council.

Summary:

While we support the intention behind policy C3 we feel we must question whether, in practice, it will lead to any
decisions allowing any significant renewable energy scheme in the lifetime of this Plan. The need to act positively and
quickly is so overwhelming that we advocate a different approach based on spatial planning to identify areas where
applications for renewable energy developments of different types will be positively welcomed by the Council. We refer
to the RSPB's 2050 Energy Vision report for a possible model to take forward.

Change to Plan

Instead of a criteria-based policy as proposed, adopt a spatial planning approach that plans positively for renewable
energy developments of different kinds in specific areas.
At the least, we strongly recommend altering the section relating to CHP etc to "require" (not merely "encourage")
feasibility assessments for certain forms of development, and also "require" these to be independently verified by
appropriate experts not paid by the developers in question.
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Object
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C3 Renewable Energy

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Policy C3 seeks to establish a requirement for all developments of 100 dwellings or more to deliver decentralised
energy systems where it is demonstrated that they are deliverable and viable in a feasibility assessment. However,
whilst the reference to taking account of the impact of the requirement on deliverability and/or viability of developments
is welcomed, the deliverability of sustainable development cannot be compromised by unduly onerous policy
requirements. The Council must, therefore, demonstrate that the policy and infrastructure requirements in the Local
Plan (cumulatively) are achievable and do not render development unviable (NPPF paragraphs 158, 173-174). These
matters need to be assessed at the outset, yet there is no evidence that this policy requirement has been considered in
the Local Plan's Viability Report.
Soundness:
Bovis Homes object to Policy C3, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not effective as a means of ensuring development mitigates climate change without unduly restricting the viability
and/or delivery of development; and
- is inconsistent with national guidance in that it does not fully reflect the Government's objective to ensure the housing
requirements are not prohibitive to the delivery of development.

Summary:

Bovis Homes object to Policy C3, which is considered unsound on the basis that it:
- is not effective as a means of ensuring development mitigates climate change without unduly restricting the viability
and/or delivery of development; and
- is inconsistent with national guidance in that it does not fully reflect the Government's objective to ensure the housing
requirements are not prohibitive to the delivery of development.

Change to Plan

The requirement for a decentralised energy systems should be deleted from the policy.
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C3 Renewable Energy

Respondent: Elgin Energy [32151]

Agent:

Full Text:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr. Richard Turner)
[32048]

Elgin Energy supports the inclusion of a specific policy relating to development of renewable energy. However, it is
considered that Draft Policy C3 should be more positively worded so as to proactively support applications for
renewable energy development, as opposed to simply 'encouraging' them.
The detailed representations are attached along with recommended alternative wording for Policy C3, to ensure that
this is consistent with Paragraph 97 of the NPPF and therefore can meet the test of soundness set out within
Paragraph 182 of the NPPF.

Summary:

Elgin Energy supports the inclusion of a specific policy relating to development of renewable energy. However, it is
considered that Draft Policy C3 should be more positively worded so as to proactively support applications for
renewable energy development, as opposed to simply 'encouraging' them.
The detailed representations are attached along with recommended alternative wording for Policy C3, to ensure that
this is consistent with Paragraph 97 of the NPPF and therefore can meet the test of soundness set out within
Paragraph 182 of the NPPF.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Chilterns Conservation Board has produced a Position Statement on Renewable Energy which could be referred to
in relation to renewable energy proposal in or affecting the Chilterns AONB, available here
www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development/position-statements.html.

Summary:

The Chilterns Conservation Board has produced a Position Statement on Renewable Energy which could be referred to
in relation to renewable energy proposal in or affecting the Chilterns AONB, available here
www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development/position-statements.html.

Change to Plan

The policy could usefully refer to noise, motion, glint and glare as types of impact as well as visual impact.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Yes

Sound?
Yes

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
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Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.
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Respondent: Arnold White Estates (Bob Williams) [32001]

Agent:

Full Text:

Gardner Planning Ltd (Mr Geoff Gardner) [29664]

I attach the response to the consultation on the Proposed Submission VALP on behalf of Arnold White Estates. This is
in the format of a full written Response because it deals with matters that cannot be adequately set out in a simple form.
However, a completed facsimile of you form is attached as an appendix with contact details and a summary of the
representations (by policy number on separate sheets).
Please acknowledge receipt, note that I wish to participate in the Examination and keep me advised of progress.
Full summary given where it was more than 100 words (more detail in the main report):
S2
1. In order for the Plan to be 'sound' it must be based on robust evidence. The ORS
HEDNA, and thus the basis for the housing numbers in Policy S2 of the PSVALP, is long
and detailed, but essentially flawed. Its robustness is challenged by comparison with
three other sources in which ORS arrives at an annual OAN (970 homes p.a. for the
District) which is well below these: the ONS household projections (1,092), the GL
Hearn 2015 HEDNA (1,326) and the DCLG new methodology (1,499). Even the early
versions of the VALP/HEDNA had a higher OAN based on ONS 2012 projections. Yet
when these figures rose in the 2014 based projections (from 18,404 to 21,028) the
ORS figures fell (from 21,289 to 19,385). Also, the adjustment for migration trends
and other adjustments seem to fluctuate wildly (compare fig 109 in October 2015
with fig 122 in September 2017).
2. The HEDNA's low number is based on an early assumption that the use of a 10-year
migration trend is superior to that which continues to be used by ONS, even though
ORS have raised this point many times in recent years and are likely to be in close
touch with ONS. The ORS methodology reduces the ONS 'demographic starting
point' by over 4,000 households or 19%. There are then many further 'adjustments'
which are very detailed but almost incomprehensible. Even without the higher
numbers of the DCLG new methodology, it fails the test of "simpler, quicker, and
more transparent". A principle of the new methodology is to add a margin well
above household projections. Whilst the DCLG 2017 consultation states that Plans
submitted before 31.3.17 "will continue with the current plan preparation", the ORS
HEDNA numbers are so different to those derived from other sources that a complete
re-assessment is required and the PSVALP should then be based on the new, simpler
and transparent methodology.
3. The GL Hearn 2015 HEDNA arrived at an OAN (without allowance for accommodating
unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities) of 1,326 home p.a. mainly because it
added housing needs of greater economic growth. The Cambs-MK-Oxford Growth Corridor vision and proposals of
2017, supported in the Autumn Budget, reinforce
and extend that growth potential and the consequent need for more housing.
4. The provision for unmet housing needs of adjoining Authorities may be inadequate
when the new DCLG methodology is applied to their numbers which are significantly
higher than currently anticipated.
5. The 5-year housing land supply figures are wrongly calculated in PSVALP paras 3.78 3.80 and Table 7 because inadequate provision is made for 'persistent underperformance'
and the correct figures show that a 5-year supply cannot be provided.
This is contrary to NPPF para 47.
6. PSVALP Policy S2, in terms of housing numbers, is therefore unsound because it is
not:
* Positively prepared - the objectively assessed housing needs are not based on
clear and robust evidence, and unmet requirements from adjoining Authorities
may be higher than anticipated.
* Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence.
* Consistent with national policy - no account is taken of the Housing White
Paper and the growth proposals for the Cambs-MK-Oxford Corridor; and
provision for the 5-year housing land supply is inadequate.
D1 & S2
1. Whilst the term "Garden Town" is unobjectionable, the reality is that all the
Aylesbury sites are just urban extensions, two of which (AGT5 Berryfields and AGT6
Kingsbrook) already have planning permission and two (AGT3 Aston Clinton and AGT4
Hampden Fields) are the subject of applications submitted in early 2016.
2. In reality, therefore, the majority of "Garden Town" already (or almost) has planning
permission. Only two sites AGT1 (South Aylesbury) and AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury)
effectively seem open to discussion.
3. In relation to PSVALP Policies CP2 and D1, this Response raises objections to the
proposed allocation of both sites:
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* AGT1 (South Aylesbury, 1,000 homes) is a collection of 6 small sites in different
ownerships without highway access, such that delivery must be in doubt.
* AGT2 (South-West Aylesbury, 1,550 homes) is severely constrained by HS2 of
which the centre line forms the south-west boundary of the site such that for at
least 100m into the site there can be no housing, and even beyond that living
conditions would be uncomfortable. The conclusion of the Core Strategy
Inspector's report in June 2010 on this site was "This would have a major
impact on the deliverability and potentially, the viability of the SGA, through
significant land take in the SW site".
The Plan is therefore unsound because
Positively prepared - two major sites have been allocated not based on clear and
robust evidence.
Justified - this is not the most appropriate strategy based on the evidence. Two
other sites proposed by GPL/AWEL are more sustainable, provide significant
benefits, are deliverable and are not adversely affected by HS2.
Berryfields East
1. The AWEL Berryfields East site (Appendix 3 in Full Response) to the NW of Aylesbury
should be considered as part of the growth of Aylesbury as a 'garden town'. The site
was submitted in response to the 'call for sites' in April 2014. It has a gross area of
some 20ha and a net developable area of some 11ha, with a capacity for some 350
homes.
2. The HELAA response was to raise concerns about landscape, impact on the setting of
the Scheduled Ancient Monument and biodiversity. These were broadly the reasons
for rejecting an appeal on the site in 2012. However, the scheme has been radically
revised since then to take account of the reasons for dismissal and has been
considerably reduced in terms of site area and numbers of dwellings. The appeal
decision related to some 1,380 dwellings on the larger site of some 33ha net.
Appendix 3 shows the revised illustrative masterplan, which has regard to the
Inspector's findings, and, for comparison, the rejected masterplan.
3. As well as a substantial reduction in site area and numbers of dwellings, the revised
scheme demonstrates significant changes since the last scheme was dismissed 5
years ago:
* The Western Link Road is now constructed and the Berryfields development has
advanced which changes the character and appearance of the local countryside
and the setting of the SAM.
* A substantial gap is provided between the eastern boundary of the
development area and Weedon Hill Urban Extension further to the east.
* Extensive open countryside in the new scheme would enhance the countryside
setting.
* The need for housing growth around Aylesbury is much greater than in
2010/12, and this Response has demonstrated that the PSVALP will have a
shortfall in requirements of thousands of homes.
* The site is unaffected by HS2.
* The landscape objection falls away because of the LUC study which designates
the nearest landscape designation being the Quainton-Wing Hills, some 2.76
km from the site to the nearest point just south of Weedon.
4. The HELAA seems to be assessing the 2010 scheme which is now superseded. The
new proposals are achievable, suitable and deliverable (the site is in single
ownership), and all within 5 years.
5. The proposal for the 'Aylesbury Linear Park' is supported. The plan on p66 is
somewhat difficult to read in the vicinity of Berryfields East but shows this Park as the
open land south of the Western Relief Road partly on land in the same ownership as
Berryfields East. Development on Berryfields East would therefore facilitate this
section of the Linear Park/green infrastructure network. Such integration of
development and green infrastructure is encouraged in Policy I1:
The Council will work with partners to ensure that existing and new green
infrastructure is identified, planned, delivered, enhanced and managed in a
strategic way as an integral part of supporting sustainable communities and
sustainable growth. The Council will implement the most up-to-date green
infrastructure strategies. Green infrastructure networks whether existing or
potential are expected to be a key part of site masterplanning as required in the
VALP.
6. Berryfields East, capacity 350 dwellings, should therefore be added to the list of
sites for Aylesbury in Policies S2 and D1.
Waddesdon
1. Waddesdon has been 'under-scored' in the settlement hierarchy by one factor distance to a main settlement - based on inaccurate measurement (see paras 2.28 2.30 above). In fact, Waddesdon is a 'large' large village with extensive facilities
(including a school, retailing, employment, good public transport, police and fire
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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stations, hotel and stately home), but is fundamentally harmed by the passage of
heavy traffic on the A41, which bisects the settlement.
2. However, Waddesdon is classed as a 'large village' in the hierarchy, which means
(emphasis in bold):
* As stated in the introduction to this report, the settlement hierarchy purpose is
not only to identify the current role of settlements through the facilities and
services they provide, but also to help define a sustainable settlement hierarchy
to facilitate decisions through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan on which
settlements are best placed to accommodate future development.
* Larger, more sustainable villages that have at least a reasonable access to
facilities and services and public transport, making them sustainable locations
for development.
3. Despite this encouragement, there are no housing allocations in the PSVALP for
Waddesdon.
4. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
5. The Inspector's Report on the NP included the following extracts:
In my assessment, the promotion of this major development to the north of the
village, together with a projected A41 Relief Road, is a matter of strategic districtwide
importance which falls properly to be considered as part of the preparation of
the VALP.
6. In several places PSVALP mentions that the impact of HS2 will have to be mitigated.
This is particularly important to the opportunities for development at Waddesdon.
Here, HS2 passes close to the north of Waddesdon and the proposed AWEL
development (Appendix 4) includes mitigation measures that will shield the village.
7. The proposed development at Waddesdon (Appendix 4 in full Response) includes the
advantages as fully set out in the full Response, e.g.
* provision of some 600 homes, either in the context of the housing shortfall
detailed or as an opportunity site
* the creation of a Garden Village development
* facilitation of a relief road and improvements to the central area of the village
* provision of a village green
* improvement to the appearance of the site by removal of poor and redundant
agricultural buildings
8. These are interesting times when much of planning orthodoxy is being overturned in
order to meet society's real needs (especially housing). It is turning away from
negative stances of protectionism against development towards positive action which
benefits all parts of the community which it serves. The first policy (S1) in the DP
begins:
The council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions so that proposals
can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the
economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.
9. AVDC has the opportunity to put this into practice at Waddesdon and include the
AWEL development proposal as a strategic site in the Local Plan in Policies S2 and
D1.
Summary:

Policy C3 is supported (logged as object as they wish to speak at the examination though)
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Respondent: Waldridge Garden Village Consortium [32314]

Agent:

Pegasus Group (on behalf of Jeremy Elgin) (Mr Neil
Tiley) [29266]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the VALP prepared on behalf of the Waldridge Garden Village Consortium

Summary:

Policy C3 requires that a feasibility assessment for district heating and CHP is provided for all proposals in excess of
certain thresholds.
Where it is demonstrated to be feasible, the policy requires that 10% of the energy should be secured from
decentralised, renewable or low carbon sources. These are not the only mechanisms to reduce the carbon footprint and
other current and newly arising opportunities should also be facilitated, including a fabric first approach or new
technologies as they arise.
Policy C3 fails to recognise other mechanisms to reduce the carbon footprint of a development.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Policy C3 should make reference to other mechanisms to reduce the carbon footprint.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
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Attachments:
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 3.15.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy C3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Chelmer Report.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Covering Letter_Redacted.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy T6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S9.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S3.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 4.131 to 4.140.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H6.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to paragraph 1.7.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy NE8.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy S2.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Waldridge Position Statement.pdf
Tiley, Neil 29266 (WGVC) Response to Policy H5.pdf
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Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

Requiring a feasibility assessment for Combined Heat and Power (CHP) for all developments over 100 units should be
omitted. There is no support for such a stringent policy and no viability testing as to the implications of it.
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Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf
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Respondent: Persimmon Homes North London [27661]

Agent:

Woolf Bond Planning (Mr Steven Brown) [29879]

Full Text:

Please find, on behalf of our Client, Persimmon Homes (North London) Ltd, the paperwork relating to the current
consultation on the proposed Submission Version Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

In its current form, Policy C3, which states that a feasibility assessment for district
heating and cooling utilising technologies such as combined heat and power will
be encouraged for all residential developments of 100 dwellings fails to provide
any form evidence that such policy is needed, deliverable or indeed viable.

Change to Plan

Policy C3 (h,I,j,k,l,m,n,o) should be deleted as it is not evidenced and justified,
and their inclusion in this final version of Local Plan would result in a Plan which is
unsound and contrary to the national planning policy.

Attached is a completed response form, reps letter and location plans.
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Attachments:
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Bierton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Aston Clinton (Location Plan).pdf
Brown, Steven 29879 Persmimmon Ltd Guidance note and response form..pdf
2071_Redacted.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2163 - 29487 - C3 Renewable Energy - None

2163

Support

10. Countryside

C3 Renewable Energy

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criteria c. and p. as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear
strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.
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Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Policy C3 Renewable Energy states:
"Aylesbury Vale is located within an area of water stress and as such the Council will
seek a higher level of water efficiency than required in the Building Regulations, with
developments achieving a limit of 110 litres/person/day."
This policy sets out a good standard of water efficiency in new developments. The
standard of water efficiency required is also repeated in Policy I5 Water Resources. We are pleased with and support
this part of the policy.
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Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
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Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

All the above Policies are welcomed.
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Clover, Jonathan 29993 Supporting Evidence Comments_Redacted.pdf
Clover, Jonathan 29993 Proposed Submission Representations.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2658 - 32265 - C3 Renewable Energy - iii

2658

Object

10. Countryside

C3 Renewable Energy

Respondent: FCC Environment [32265]

Agent:

Sirius Yorkshire (Joanna Berlyn) [31822]

Full Text:

These Representations:
consider a need for further strategic direction within its policies in relation to the growth aspirations for the District as a
result of the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford (CMKO) Corridor; at present it is considered the VALP is not planning
spatially for long term growth and investment beyond what will be an adopted Local Plan with a very limited shelf life;
consider the strategic policies to restrict growth in rural areas preventing an opportunity to enhance the sustainability of
existing rural communities, contrary to the provisions of the NPPF;
consider the assessment of Site CAL003, and other adjoining land, as inaccurate within the HELAA and that further
strategic consideration should be given to site allocations at Calvert Green as an opportunity to improve the
sustainability of an existing community with limited facilities;
identify the FCC landholding as a highly strategic location which can facilitate a new settlement in the Calvert area
which would contribute towards the long term growth requirements for the District and provide the opportunity to colocate energy consumers to an existing supply (Greatmoor EfW); this should be recognised within the strategic policies
of the VALP.

Summary:

Compared to strategic objective 7, policy C3 appears to relate to specific developments rather than being a
consideration within their strategic policies when determining location for growth. Thus, the Proposed Submission
VALP fails to proactively consider and identify opportunities for decentralised renewable or low carbon energy supplies
when locating development, as required by the NPPF (para 95). Buckinghamshire's Energy from Waste facility
(Greatmoor) is located within Aylesbury Vale District. In line with the NPPF, areas and sites surrounding this facility
should have been considered in more detail as areas for growth.

Change to Plan

Within the strategic policies, acknowledge and make provisions for the significant level of growth anticipated for the
district as part of the CMKO Corridor; the Local Plan provides an opportunity to proactively guide regional infrastructure
developments and subsequent growth to appropriate locations. As a minimum, a broad location for growth should be
identified within the Local Plan; the Calvert area has been identified within the National Infrastructure Commission
feasibility documents as the only real location which has the potential to accommodate this level of growth.
Provide additional land allocations to ensure there is an adequate 5 year supply of available and achievable sites once
the OAN figures rise as a result of a standardised methodology and as the growth aspirations relating to the CMKO
Corridor are further defined. Site CAL003 is demonstrated to be suitable, available and achievable.
Change the spatial strategy Policy S2 and Policy D3 to support more significant growth at smaller settlements where it
can be demonstrated that the development will benefit and improve the sustainability of existing communities, such as
Calvert Green.

Officer note: see attachment for full representation
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FCC Environment, 32265, Guidance note and response form - Email FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Covering Letter FCC Calvert Reps.pdf
http://aylesburyvaledc.jdi-consult.net/localplan/adminsc/download.php?action=download&uploadid=1671
FCC Environment,32265, Calvert Reps Landscape Spread Reduced.pdf
FCC Environment, 32265, Calvert Reps Portrait reduced.pdf
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10. Countryside

C4 Protection of public rights of way

Respondent: Mr Stuart Twigg [29069]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Public rights of way will be eradicated

Summary:

Public rights of way will be eradicated

Change to Plan

Public rights of way, footpaths will become pavements through housing estates. Their rural character is lost forever,
including the Round Aylesbury ring which becomes the through Aylesbury Ring. Part of it has already been lost due to
the permissive path from Bedgrove Park to the Wendover Road being built on
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C4 Protection of public rights of way

Respondent: Wendover Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Mr
Jonathan Clover) [29993]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Response to Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - see attachment for detailed responses on
specific parts of the plan.
Overview and Summary
1) The following comments are being made by the Wendover Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) Steering Group (SG) on the
proposed submission Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Please note that extracts from the Plan, or a summary of their contents, are in italics,
and our response is in ordinary type.
2) The current position is that the SG is completing the work in researching the
factual data for the WNP and completing its engagement events to ensure all issues are covered. During the first part
of 2018 a detailed Questionnaire will be sent to residents and the timetable for the project to produce the WNP has
been drawn up with the aim of producing the WNP in late 2019. The SG is an independent group of residents who
operate under the auspices of the Parish Council but may take different views on the VALP. The aim of this response is
to reflect the views of the SG but also the opinions and priorities of the residents who have given feedback to date, on
the issues that concern them. We have sought to include all the main items of feedback to date in our comments, but
ongoing research, and our Questionnaire, will undoubtedly throw up other ideas to implement, and concerns to be
addressed.
3) The key points we would wish to make are:* We welcome the recognition of Wendover's distinctive identity as a settlement in the south of Aylesbury Vale.
* We welcome the adjustment to the draft Green Belt proposals and the limitation of development within the Town
which accords with the great majority of views expressed by the public.
* We understand the decision to allocate 1000 or so homes to the brownfield site at RAF Halton: however there is
insufficient detail on either the numbers of homes (and the lack of definition is an issue), or their types and tenure and
size. The public support a variety of types of affordable homes to meet local needs but have still to be consulted on the
mix of provision.
* The public have made it clear that, whilst they support affordable housing of all types, in appropriate locations within
the Town, and if necessary at RAF Halton, they have asked that appropriate and sufficient infrastructure is provided at
RAF Halton to include new, or expanded, health, and schools provision, the maintenance and expansion of sports and
leisure facilities, the appropriate retention and development of heritage assets, and the provision of a range of jobs
closely connected to the new housing provision and appropriate to the labour market needs. The SG must reflect this in
its development of the WNP.
* The proposed development at RAF Halton will have a close and intimate impact on Wendover and we have concerns
about the policies which have yet to be developed for the provision of employment land, and the maintenance and
enhancement of the shopping centre in Wendover
* Transport issues have been raised in many responses. Parking is considered a vital local issue for the Town centre
businesses and we do not feel that this has been adequately addressed; in terms of the existing network, the impact of
the new proposed homes will impose too great a strain, without a range of highway improvements and safety
measures, as well as provision for enhanced public transport (range and availability of bus services) and trains
(capacity).
* Details of the Garden Town and proposed expansion of Aylesbury has repercussions for the surrounding area but is
insufficiently addressed - we had understood there would be a consultation on this issue in the Autumn of 2017 but this
is awaited.
* The impacts of HS2 will be significant yet there are few details known at this stage of the mitigation impacts. Given its
effects on residents business and workers in the Town we are anxious to know more given the longer term impact on
the whole community.
* We welcome the principle of sustainability underlying the whole plan and feel all measures to meet the challenge of
climate change should be taken.
4) The community of Wendover is faced with unique difficulties in addressing the VALP response. The impact of
development proposed at RAF Halton will affect it significantly, yet no details of the proposed settlement plan
(described as a Masterplan in some documents) are yet available. RAF Halton is not within the Parish of Wendover,
nor does it appear to be covered in the Halton Neighbourhood Plan. We think it desirable that there are specific
proposals in any VALP to ensure there is proper and meaningful debate on the future of the RAF Halton site, and
surrounding heritage and green infrastructure, in Halton and Wendover Parishes, so that the public can work together
with landowners and the Government to ensure that the ultimate development of the site is for the benefit of the whole
community and reflects the contribution of those living and working in the areas.
5) In addition we think that there will be a need for revisions to the VALP as well as a joint Neighbourhood Plan
(involving Wendover, Halton, and the MOD) at a later stage of the VALP process to ensure that proper planning
principles are adhered to and the full consultation promised is in fact provided.
6) We now comment on specific provisions of the VALP by reference to page and paragraph numbers. We have made
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some separate comments on the documents included as supporting evidence.
Summary:

All the above Policies are welcomed.
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N/A
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Respondent: Buckinghamshire County Council (SA Sharp)
[28798]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

We have taken this final opportunity to highlight a number of outstanding concerns and suggested
amendments for the adopted Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. These points include clarification on:
The assessment of housing need and how the Government's position on the methodology may
affect the plan over the plan period.
School place provision - BCC have set out a position statement for education provision across
the district, highlighting where infrastructure proposals for new or expanded schools have been
agreed and included in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
2
Suggested amendments to site specific policies - Highways Development Management,
Flooding and Public Rights of Way have set out a number of suggested amendments to ensure
consistency throughout and to provide greater opportunities for improving connectivity via
sustainable modes of travel and strategic flood risk management.
Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way, D1 Detailed
Infrastructure on Green Infrastructure, H6 Housing mix, BE2 Design of new development,
Policy BE1 Heritage Assets. BCC is asking for further clarity with regards to the proposed
content of the Design SPD, the reference to Lifetime Homes within the Aylesbury Garden
Town supporting text and how this links to policy H6 Housing Mix, and suggested amendments
to policies on Heritage Assets and Archaeological Interest.
General comments in relation to health and wellbeing - our Public Health team have set out a
number of suggestions to allow for a greater emphasis on health and wellbeing throughout the
plan, as well as seeking clarification on the assessment of the cumulative impact of new
development on existing and new residents.
Suggested amendments and areas of clarification on the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Final Report and Aylesbury Vale District Flood Risk Sequential Test

Summary:

Suggested amendments to policies C4 Protection of public rights of way
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Respondent: Buckingham Canal Society (Mr Terry Cavender)
[29940]

Agent:

Full Text:

this is a good policy

Summary:

this is a good policy
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11.7

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Principle 6
the only mention of green
infrastructure in the section covering
employment land. There is no
mention of biodiversity.
One of the central aims of this
section is to increase patronage of
the town centre by creating a space
that people want to visit for
socialising as well as shopping.
Providing green infrastructure as
part of this strategy will create a
space that people want to visit,
provide the wellbeing benefits of
access to nature for central town
residents, possibly provide SUDS
and provide shelter for urban
wildlife.

Change to Plan

A paragraph should be added to
ensure all re-development of
employment areas implements
suitable GI in line with policy I1.
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Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf
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11.9

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

Principle 6
the only mention of green
infrastructure in the section covering
employment land. There is no
mention of biodiversity.
One of the central aims of this
section is to increase patronage of
the town centre by creating a space
that people want to visit for
socialising as well as shopping.
Providing green infrastructure as
part of this strategy will create a
space that people want to visit,
provide the wellbeing benefits of
access to nature for central town
residents, possibly provide SUDS
and provide shelter for urban
wildlife

Change to Plan

A paragraph should be added to
ensure all re-development of
employment areas implements
suitable GI in line with policy I1.
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Respondent: Cllr Warren Whyte [31954]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The management of green infrastructure (and other community facilities such as playgrounds) should have the option
of being transferred to an appropriate authority (such as a parish council) or to be held in a resident-led not-for-profit
management organisation. Ideally the district council would promote a new Parks Trust type model.

Summary:

The management of green infrastructure (and other community facilities such as playgrounds) should have the option
of being transferred to an appropriate authority (such as a parish council) or to be held in a resident-led not-for-profit
management organisation. Ideally the district council would promote a new Parks Trust type model.

Change to Plan

I.
Secure details of on-going management and maintenance of green infrastructure assets for at least 30 years past
completion and during this time secure a mechanism to manage sites into perpetuity, either by transferring to the local
parish council or a Parks Trust type organisation with endowment, or by requirement of the developer to create a notfor-profit resident-led management organisation.
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I1 Green infrastructure

Respondent: Chartered Surveyor and Town Planner (Mr Simon
Milliken) [29911]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Waddesdon Estate; National Trust and Hartwell House object to the Aylesbury Linear Park proposals insofar as
they will have a detrimental impact on their landowning interests on the south-west side of Aylesbury Town

Summary:

The Waddesdon Estate; National Trust and Hartwell House object to the Aylesbury Linear Park proposals insofar as
they will have a detrimental impact on their landowning interests on the south-west side of Aylesbury Town

Change to Plan

Not known at present
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Respondent: Royal Society For Protection Of Birds (RSPB) (Mr
Colin Wilkinson) [29581]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The RSPB welcomes and strongly supports draft policy I1. For the rationale, please refer to our comments on draft
Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.

Summary:

The RSPB welcomes and strongly supports draft policy I1. For the rationale, please refer to our comments on draft
Policy D1 and the attached letter dated 19-9-16.
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Respondent: Mr Nick Moody [31928]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I think there is a need for " protection " as well as enhancement. Better farming practice in rural communities can help
in this respect and should be encouraged.

Summary:

I think there is a need for " protection " as well as enhancement. Better farming practice in rural communities can help
in this respect and should be encouraged.
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Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Canal & River Trust fully support this policy and look forward to continuing to work with the council to support the
improvement and enhancement of the Grand Union canal and its arms, and linkages to it , as multi- functional Green
Infrastructure.

Summary:

The Canal & River Trust fully support this policy and look forward to continuing to work with the council to support the
improvement and enhancement of the Grand Union canal and its arms, and linkages to it , as multi- functional Green
Infrastructure.
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Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity. If proposals are made to modify
them we would welcome the opportunity to discuss if that affects their soundness in our opinion.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure. We support that modification which in the interests of brevity we do not repeat here - please refer to the
NEP response.
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Respondent: Wendover Parish Council (Jane Ellis) [32090]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

INTRODUCTION
The Wendover Parish Council (WPC) represents the 8000 residents of Wendover. An historic market town that is
known as the Gateway to the Chilterns.
S2 Table 1 Spatial Growth for Growth
The WPC welcomes the consideration of Wendover and Halton RAF camp together as the 1128 houses in the local
area will impact greatly on the infrastructure of Wendover both in services and traffic.
The WPC have concerns over the coalescence of Halton Village and Wendover however, as a result of this
development and who will gain S106 funds as both Parishes will be impacted.
Employment
1.14
The provision of local jobs is supported by the WPC. The RAF Halton site, with its history of technological excellence,
offers an opportunity to attract employers that offer quality jobs and above average pay rates.
Town Centres
1.15
The WPC calculates that a retail provision of 50 sq.m. is more realistic than the 29 sq.m. currently proposed. The
WPC and our retailing colleagues in our Chamber of Trade would be able to give accurate information on the local retail
scene.
Housing and Economic Needs
3.14
Infrastructure should be provided where development takes place. It is likely that Wendover will serve as a major hub
for the development. Hence infrastructure benefit i.e. cash/new housing bonus allocation should be spent in Wendover.
The proposal for 1000 new homes to be built at the RAF Halton site is a late addition to the plan and will undoubtedly
result in challenges for Wendover's infrastructure, commerce and community.
This figure is likely to rise substantially over time and it's to be hoped that improvements to Wendover's transport and
other resources will be in line with this growth.
An allocation of low cost housing for people who have to live or work in Wendover to buy would be welcome.
The WPC greatly values the greens spaces and mature trees on the RAF Halton Estate.
3.15
We expect a new settlement to form part of that Local Plan review. Halton could be the new settlement that is referred
to - separate from Wendover with its own infrastructure provision.

Proposed Settlement
3.22/3/4
The WPC would request there is no development between the 2 Parishes of Wendover and Halton, and that
Babbington Road remains the Border.
Green Belt
3.32
The WPC fully endorses the removal of the site for 800 dwellings from the Plan as it involved using Green Belt land.
The WPC welcomes the decision to leave the Green Belt status of Land around Wendover unchanged. Access to
unspoiled and undeveloped countryside draws visitors to the Wendover area and enhances the quality of life for our
residents.
Infrastructure
3.41
School and GP provision must be instigated at the start of a development as existing services in the Wendover area
are already over capacity. Infant pupils in the catchment are unable to obtain places in the local school at present. GP
appointments are currently a 14 day wait unless urgent.
Medical Services
The WPC has serious concerns regarding health care provision. Currently the healthcare provider Westongrove
appears to have difficulty recruiting doctors and nurses, and in delivering a satisfactory level of service. It is important
to Wendover that care provision of all kinds scales up in a proportional way as development goes forward and giving
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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due consideration to key worker housing.
Schools and Early Years Provision
The WPC supports the provision of a new primary school to serve the new development. Concerns regarding
availability of education provision for additional younger and older children from the proposed housing will need to be
addressed.
Recently the expansion of school capacity in Wendover proved to be a contentious issue. The reason was to do with
the highway infrastructure and parking availability that surrounds the school being totally inadequate for the existing
traffic demands.
S5
In planning terms for a new development, regard should be given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure,
hence new car parking facilities (or extension of existing parking facilities) and extra health facilities should be provided.
Water Issues
3.46
Water and the disposal of waste are essential to new development. Priority needs to be focussed on sustainability and
the health of rivers and the water table.

Neighbourhood Plan
3.68-3.74
It is to be hoped that when the WPC Neighbourhood Plan has been approved, AVDC will take it into account when
approving planning applications etc.
RAF Halton Near Wendover
4.131-4.135
The policy recognises that the RAF base is in Halton Parish and proposes 1000 houses.
The 1st phase proposes redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. The implication is that the 2nd phase
could be in the green belt.
A concern in the previous Princess Mary Gate development was that refurbished RAF houses in Halton Wood Road
were not taken into account when the final housing numbers were quantified. Therefore, hardly any account was taken
of a transitory population replacement with a permanent one and the resultant extra pressures put upon Wendover
infrastructure.
At present, in Wendover, there are approx. 180 RAF houses in Tedder Road, 50-60 in Haddington Close
(Halton/Wendover Parish) and at least another 200-300 officer housing in Halton Parish.
4.138
The WPC agree with most of this statement but not the "link with Halton and Wendover" as this will be coalescence of
2 distinct villages. Both Villages have a long history of a strong individual identity, which neither would wish to see
removed.
Transport Strategy
4.17
Wendover continues to suffer from excessive traffic congestion at key periods during the day - attributable to "rush
hour" and "school run" volumes. The village would benefit from completion of the existing by-pass into a full ring-road.
Trains need more carriages and cheaper parking at the stations.
Cycle routes should avoid the current criss-crossing of the main roads as this is a dangerous aspect of cycling.
Delivering Allocated Sites Halton/Wendover
4.125
The WPC supports the development of 1000 dwellings at Halton RAF camp. The roads/parking etc will not cope with
increased volume of traffic. It was hoped that the sporting facilities on site would be an excellent facility for the local
area. The current map indicates these in the main housing development which seems a complete waste of the high
quality astroturf and centre.
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Aylesbury - An Area of Leisure and Entertainment
4.229
The leisure facilities identified are good but inadequate with more needed in the central area. For example, an ice rink,
bowling alley and gym where badminton, squash etc would encourage people into Aylesbury.
Events like the Roald Dahl Procession and Summer In The Park are very popular and help to retain community identity.
Attention should be given to facilities focussed on younger children like soft
play that would allow one parent to shop whilst the other parent can entertain their child/children in a safe environment.
Transport and Parking
7.27
The WPC strongly supports vehicle parking being designed into new developments to include on-plot parking and
adequate on-street parking. People need vehicles to travel to places of work not accessible by public transport and to
be able to park them securely and safely. The WPC has major concerns regarding transport links and road network
shortcomings.
The pressure on Wendover's already busy roads will only be made worse by the Halton development. To mitigate some
of this negative effect will require a traffic management plan that is agreed with local Parishes.
Congestion and parking issues can only become a larger problem as the Halton developments proceed.
Traffic
The WPC finds that the presentation of traffic data is confusing and unhelpful. Wendover is expecting the significant
negative effects of HS2 construction traffic on the B4009 and the A413 this will be long term and is likely to be at its
peak during the Halton development. We acknowledge that this is not a permanent effect, but it is going to be a longterm feature of motoring in the Vale of Aylesbury for a significant proportion of the VALP.
Car parking
The WPC believes that any traffic modelling needs to take parking into account. Wendover has too few parking spaces,
both on road and off road, to meet today's demands. Parking pressures are generated by....
Commuters : Parking all day in our residential streets.
Visitors : Using our shops, health services, cafes and accessing the countryside.
Residents : Using our shops, health services, schools, cafes and other facilities.
Workers : People who need to be in Wendover to run our business' or to build or repair things.
Any infrastructure planning associated with this plan needs to remedy Wendover's existing parking problems as well as
develop for future need.

Protected Sites
NE1
All protected sites need an area around them to function without impact from development and it is to be hoped that
this will be upheld in future planning approvals. Connectivity between sites is also necessary to maintain healthy
populations of fauna and flora.
Wendover Woods is a geological site which should be protected. The derelict Thames Water site on Aylesbury Road
is a non-statutory designated site, it should be protected.
Trees and Hedgerows
9.59
Trees and hedgerows are essential and AVDC must ensure that developers respect them, during construction by
careful monitoring.
Green Infrastructure
11.12
The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
Protection of Key Employment Sites
E1 & E2
The WPC supports this strategy and would encourage further development within our area of sites suitable for
expansion of the creative/high tech industries.
Conclusion
Change is on the way and the value of a proper plan for the Vale is beyond dispute. The structure and content of the
VALP as presented seems sound in general but lacks detail as to a number of specific issues. It is to be hoped that this
consultation will influence the VALP to provide solutions to these local issues.
Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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11. Detailed Infrastructure

Summary:

I1 Green infrastructure

The current RAF Halton with its excellent sports facilities could be a real asset to the area and should be developed
sympathetically.
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I1 Green infrastructure

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The requirements of the policy to ensure complete compliance with the Council's Leisure and Cultural Facilities (2012)
should be amended and refer to this document merely as an evidence base (as per the approach in policy I2). The
2012 study does not look into the impacts of this policy on development sites (SHLAA) across the District and whether
they can be achieved. This may well rule out otherwise suitable sites. There is also no planning balance to this policy
as per NE1.
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I1 Green infrastructure

Respondent: Unknown (Mrs S Pearce) [32396]

Agent:

RPS Group (Mr Nick Laister) [32395]

Full Text:

Please see attachment.

Summary:

The ambition to promote, create and protect green infrastructure is supported to allow
the natural environment to be used for recreational and other purposes. The policy
should reflect also the contribution that new or existing formal tourism, leisure and
recreational facilities, such as farm parks and adventure areas, can also make to the
provision, management and retention of open space, including the linear park, and
therefore green infrastructure as a whole.

Change to Plan
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11.12

Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The availability of RAF Halton with it's excellent sports facilities will be a real asset to the area providing it is not
covered in Housing!!

Summary:

The availability of RAF Halton with it's excellent sports facilities will be a real asset to the area providing it is not
covered in Housing!!

Change to Plan
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11.14

Respondent: Mrs Nicky Gregory [31914]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

With regard to sports facilities and new development Halton Camp's extensive and excellent facilities must be valued,
improved and protected.

Summary:

With regard to sports facilities and new development Halton Camp's extensive and excellent facilities must be valued,
improved and protected.

Change to Plan

N/A
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11.14

Respondent: Mrs Roz Green [32020]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The new development at Halton Camp should protect and expand the extensive and excellent sports facilities. It is a
concern that some of the area is designated for building development.

Summary:

The new development at Halton Camp should protect and expand the extensive and excellent sports facilities. It is a
concern that some of the area is designated for building development.

It is an excellent opportunity to develop a high grade sports facility.

It is an excellent opportunity to develop a high grade sports facility.
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I2 Sports and recreation

Respondent: Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

Agent:

Full Text:

Define (on behalf of Bovis Homes) (Mr Mark Rose)
[29482]

The scale and nature of public open space required as part of a new development is a fundamental consideration in the
planning of development sites. The specific site requirements, notably for sports provision, often dictate the layout of
proposed developments and are a critical determinant of the capacity and, therefore, viability of schemes.
Consequently, the NPPF (paragraph 73) requires Local Plan policies to determine what provision is needed based on a
robust and up to date assessment of the local need for open space, that identifies deficits and surpluses in existing
provision and takes account of opportunities for new provision. Policy I2 fails to do that as there is a lack of clarity in
terms of what is required of new developments and how it will be delivered.
The policy must, therefore, be recast to clearly set out the expectations in this regard and, in respect of off-site
provision, the mechanism(s) for securing the required contributions. It should require proposals to respond to both the
strategic context and existing (or proposed) provision, and the specific nature of the site and encourage the provision of
multi-functional spaces that respond to a variety of needs.
Soundness:
Bovis Homes, therefore, object to Policy I2, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent with
national policy.

Summary:

Bovis Homes, therefore, object to Policy I2, which is considered unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent with
national policy.

Change to Plan

To remedy the flaws in the soundness of the plan, the policy should be recast to reflect the findings of an up to date
assessment of local need for open space. The policy should incorporate sufficient flexibility in the required provision to
allow account to be taken of the existing (or proposed) provision in the area and the specific characteristics of the
development site and to encourage the delivery of multi-functional public open space in the context of the aspirations of
Policy I1 in relation to Green Infrastructure.
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11. Detailed Infrastructure

I2 Sports and recreation

Respondent: Sport England (South East Region) (Office
Manager) [32419]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the proposed changes to the above Plan.
Evidence base
Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that
the Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
Without this evidence the Council's planning policies could be found unsound. This is because of the requirement for
the plan's policies to be justified and consistent with national policy. This includes any allocation of existing playing
field or sports facilities for development and the justification of policies where new sports facilities development are
required in policies to meet the needs of new development as without the evidence base, these policies may not be
justified or accord with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Sport England confirms that we may wish to appear at the public inquiry with regard to the evidence base and our
further comments below;
Aylesbury Vale Garden town
The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
Site Allocation Policies:
The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
It is noted that the site at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2) is close to existing playing fields. Sport England has not
looked at this specific allocation but for any of the new housing development site allocations, where they are close to
existing playing fields, the Council should ensure that new homes are not planned in locations where they are at risk
from ball strike (this is a particular issue for cricket). This issue could potentially be covered in the Council's design
guidance SPD. Please contact Sport England for more information on this if required.
Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
HAL003 - RAF Halton - Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be
protected from development (in accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
For avoidance of doubt, Sport England objects to the allocation of any existing sports facilities including playing field for
development without replacement facilities being brought forward through the local plan. Please could you contact
Sport England to discuss any such allocations at the earliest opportunity. Any allocations of sports facilities for
development must meet the tests set out in the bullet points of paragraph 74. Without this information the allocation
may not be consistent with national policy and the plan could subsequently be found unsound.
Para 8.45/Policy BE2 - Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active
Design principles and guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
Policy I2 - Sports and Recreation - final paragraph - This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed
development'. If a development contribution cannot be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the
Council should consider whether or not the planning application should be refused. Requirements for planning
contributions should be justified using the evidence base for sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
Sport England would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further, please contact my colleague Mark
Furnish, who is copied into this email (Tel: 020 7273 1631).
Regards

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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I2 Sports and recreation

Vicky
Summary:

Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that the
Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
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11. Detailed Infrastructure

I2 Sports and recreation

Respondent: Sport England (South East Region) (Office
Manager) [32419]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the proposed changes to the above Plan.
Evidence base
Sport England is concerned that the Council has yet to adopt a Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facilities Strategy
to provide a robust and up-to-date assessment of the need for sports and recreation facilities. It is understood that
the Council has undertaken to produce this work and Sport England will work with the Council to bring this forward.
Without this evidence the Council's planning policies could be found unsound. This is because of the requirement for
the plan's policies to be justified and consistent with national policy. This includes any allocation of existing playing
field or sports facilities for development and the justification of policies where new sports facilities development are
required in policies to meet the needs of new development as without the evidence base, these policies may not be
justified or accord with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Sport England confirms that we may wish to appear at the public inquiry with regard to the evidence base and our
further comments below;
Aylesbury Vale Garden town
The Council's policies (including para 4.28) for new sports facilities within the Garden Town should be informed by the
Council's evidence base. It is important that the Council seeks to complete this work in order to inform the Council's
policies.
Site Allocation Policies:
The Council will need to review through a Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Sports Facilities Strategy what will be
required to support the new homes within these allocations, particularly for the larger sites including; DAGT1, D-AGT2,
DAGT3 (which includes a sports village and pitches) and D-GT4. The allocations for new sports facilities are
welcomed by Sport England but the Council will need to justify these allocations using its evidence base.
It is noted that the site at South West Aylesbury (D-AGT2) is close to existing playing fields. Sport England has not
looked at this specific allocation but for any of the new housing development site allocations, where they are close to
existing playing fields, the Council should ensure that new homes are not planned in locations where they are at risk
from ball strike (this is a particular issue for cricket). This issue could potentially be covered in the Council's design
guidance SPD. Please contact Sport England for more information on this if required.
Policy AGT6 - it is noted that the proposals include a secondary school. The Council should seek to ensure that these
facilities are dual-use and made available to the community. Sport England has guidance on using school facilities and
securing community use agreements which may be of interest to the Council; https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/use-our-school/
HAL003 - RAF Halton - Sport England is aware that there may be existing playing on this site which should be
protected from development (in accordance with the guidance set out in paragraph 74 of the NPPF).
For avoidance of doubt, Sport England objects to the allocation of any existing sports facilities including playing field for
development without replacement facilities being brought forward through the local plan. Please could you contact
Sport England to discuss any such allocations at the earliest opportunity. Any allocations of sports facilities for
development must meet the tests set out in the bullet points of paragraph 74. Without this information the allocation
may not be consistent with national policy and the plan could subsequently be found unsound.
Para 8.45/Policy BE2 - Sport England recommends that the Council includes a reference to Sport England's Active
Design principles and guidance in its forthcoming SPD; https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/active-design/
Policy I2 - Sports and Recreation - final paragraph - This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed
development'. If a development contribution cannot be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the
Council should consider whether or not the planning application should be refused. Requirements for planning
contributions should be justified using the evidence base for sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
Sport England would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further, please contact my colleague Mark
Furnish, who is copied into this email (Tel: 020 7273 1631).
Regards

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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I2 Sports and recreation

Vicky
Summary:

This policy refers to 'open book financial analysis of the proposed development'. If a development contribution cannot
be secured to meet needs arising from the development then the Council should consider whether or not the planning
application should be refused. Requirements for planning contributions should be justified using the evidence base for
sport and recreation facilities (currently being prepared).
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I2 Sports and recreation

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The correct approach is to include standards in SPD as evidence base. However, at the present time, there is no up-todate standard to be able to assess. It is advised that further and specific consultation is undertaken on this prior to
moving to the submission consultation as the policy suggests.
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11.16

Respondent: J & J Design (Mr John Shephard) [31693]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Representation on behalf of Brackley Fox Lane Gospel Hall Trust.
The Trust object to the policy vacuum for community facilities which are not associated with new residential
development. A draft policy amendment is suggested, together with amended text in the Glossary.
Paragraph 11.16 provides a summary of the NPPF in respect of healthy inclusive communities and explicitly includes
places of worship.
Paragraph 11.17 indicates that the Council will resist the loss of community facilities unless it can be clearly
demonstrated that there is no long-term requirement for their retention.
Paragraph 11.18 acknowledges the need for additional community facilities to support new development.
Paragraph 11.19 refers to assets of community value (ACV), which are subject to additional protection from
redevelopment. ACV status is a material consideration when dealing with planning applications that affect an asset. It
should be noted that a recent First-Tier Tribunal decision has established that it is inappropriate to register a church as
an ACV, see General Conference of the New Church v Bristol City Council [2015] UKFTT CR 2014 0013 (GRC) - copy
attached.
The policy includes a requirement for residential applications to either include new community facilities or to secure
financial contributions towards new community facilities, reasonably related to the scale and kind of development
proposed.
However, the policy gives no guidance or support for new 'free standing' community facilities. Despite the policy title
there is also no reference to ACV status.
The Trust also object to the Definition of Community Facilities in the Glossary, which should not be limited to 'multipurpose'. This has been considered in a number of planning appeals. We would refer to the following appeal decisions:
a. APP/P0119/A/06/2011716 Armstrong Way Yate Bristol BS37 5NG paragraph 18;
b. APP/E2530/W/16/3147751 62 High Street Carlby Lincolnshire PE9 4LX paragraph 29.
Copies of these appeal decisions are attached.
Neither the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 nor the NPPF support the limitation to 'multipurpose' uses in order to qualify as 'Community Facilities'. This issue was raised as a 'soundness' test at Dacorum
Core Strategy Examination and the relevant policy CS23 was subject to Main Modification (MM18).
'Faith Groups and the Planning System - Policy Briefing' - AHRC Faith and Place network : 2015 provides an overview
of the good practice for faith groups and local authorities, including advice on the definition of community and the
different geographies of faith communities together with the need for local planning authorities to gain a wider
understanding of the needs of faith communities.
In the case of the respondents, any new facility would be required to be dedicated to a single user for public worship
and religious instruction, but excluding social and recreational uses. This would be a Class D1 facility and would not
include multiple secular community uses. The trust seeks a Local Plan Policy which includes adequate flexibility to
support and guide future development of this character which is expected to be required in Buckingham or its
dependent village during the Local Plan period.

Summary:

Brackley Fox Lane Gospel Hall Trust object to the policy vacuum for community facilities which are not associated with
new residential development, including a draft policy amendment.
The Trust also object to the Definition of Community Facilities in the Glossary, which are not limited to 'multi-purpose'.

Change to Plan

1. Delete 'and assets of community value' from title.
2. Add the following policy text:
New community facilities will be encouraged.
These will be:
- located to assist accessibility; and
- designed to allow for different activities.
The dual use of new and existing facilities will be encouraged wherever possible.
3. Delete 'Multi-purpose' from Glossary definition of 'Community Facilities'.
4. Add to supporting text at 11.16:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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11.16

The Council will therefore encourage new community facilities in both urban and rural locations, subject to other local
plan policies.
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11.16

Respondent: Theatres Trust (Mr Ross Anthony) [29835]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Paragraph 70 of the NPPF states that in 'promoting healthy communities', planning decisions should 'plan positively for
cultural buildings' and 'guard against the loss of cultural facilities and services.'
The comments in paragraph 4.229 suggest theatres and cultural buildings will be protected by Policy I3, however this is
not the case. Nor is it supported by the separate definitions of 'community facilities' and 'cultural facilities' in the
glossary.
To reflect the NPPF guidance on safeguarding cultural assets, we recommend 'cultural buildings' is added to the list of
uses in para 11.16 and to the glossary description.

Summary:

Paragraph 70 of the NPPF states that in 'promoting healthy communities', planning decisions should 'plan positively for
cultural buildings' and 'guard against the loss of cultural facilities and services.'
The comments in paragraph 4.229 suggest theatres and cultural buildings will be protected by Policy I3, however this is
not the case. Nor is it supported by the separate definitions of 'community facilities' and 'cultural facilities' in the
glossary.
To reflect the NPPF guidance on safeguarding cultural assets, we recommend 'cultural buildings' is added to the list of
uses in para 11.16 and to the glossary description.

Change to Plan
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To reflect the NPPF guidance on safeguarding cultural assets, we recommend 'cultural buildings' is added to the list of
uses in para 11.16 and to the glossary description for 'community facilities'.
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I3 Community facilities and assets of community value

Respondent: Mr Carl Griffin [31870]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

I support the resistance to the loss of community buildings and facilities. However, I believe that Aylesbury Vale DC
should take Wycombe DC's lead, within their proposed Local Plan, by specifically identifying the local pub as the
ultimate community asset. The local pub, as described by Wycombe DC in section 6.87 of their proposed local plan; 'In
rural areas, pubs serve a unique, and pre-eminent, role as community facilities. In all cases the onus is on the
developer to evidence that their removal will not reduce the community's ability to meet its day-to-day needs for social,
recreational or cultural facilities or services.'
I fully support Wycombe DC's definition and intent and would wish for Aylesbury Vale DC to make a similar
commitment to the local pub. The loss of the local pub is far more damaging to village/ community life than the loss of
other less frequently open or less social assets.

Summary:

Aylesbury Vale DC should follow Wycombe DC's lead in identifying pubs' unique, and pre-eminent, role as a
community facility.

Change to Plan
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Respondent: Mr. Tom Walsh [31889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

While supporting this point I believe that AVDC should be clearer about the role of local organisations in the decision
making process, when defining need and deciding on actions.

Summary:

While supporting this point I believe that AVDC should be clearer about the role of local organisations in the decision
making process, when defining need and deciding on actions.
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Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Boards supports these policy controls on loss of facilities like pubs and villages shops, which are crucial both to
local people and visitors to the Chilterns AONB.

Summary:

The Boards supports these policy controls on loss of facilities like pubs and villages shops, which are crucial both to
local people and visitors to the Chilterns AONB.
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Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1712 - 32286 - I3 Community facilities and assets of community value - None

1712

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I3 Community facilities and assets of community value

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy lacks precision as it simply indicates the Council will consider the need for community facilities. It needs to
indicate (for consultation) what sorts of sites may require community facilities and how the Council will establish what
those facilities will be.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2048 - 29506 - 11.22 - ii, iii

2048

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.22

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

For the purposes of clarity and accuracy the NPPF doesnt set out the climate change allowances, it is GOV.UK
https://gov.uk/gudiance/flood-risk-assessments-climate -change-allowances#vulnerability

Change to Plan

For the purposes of clarity and accuracy the NPPF doesnt set out the climate change allowances, it is GOV.UK
https://gov.uk/gudiance/flood-risk-assessments-climate -change-allowances#vulnerability

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2054 - 29506 - 11.22 - ii, iii

2054

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.22

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

The paragraph needs to add that development needs to be avoided in the floodplain other more appropriate
development sites at less risk from flooding should be sought first before flood alleviation is considered. This is
consistent with NPPF paragraphs 100 and 101.

Change to Plan

The paragraph needs to add that development needs to be avoided in the floodplain other more appropriate
development sites at less risk from flooding should be sought first before flood alleviation is considered. This is
consistent with NPPF paragraphs 100 and 101.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2055 - 29506 - 11.23 - ii, iii

2055

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.23

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

The word 'generally' should be removed from this sentence. This would make this sentence more consistent with NPPF
paragraphs 100 and 101.

Change to Plan

The word 'generally' should be removed from this sentence. This would make this sentence more consistent with NPPF
paragraphs 100 and 101.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2058 - 29506 - 11.24 - ii, iii

2058

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.24

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

This paragraph implies that only a Level 2 SFRA needs to consider climate change. Both the Level 1 and Level 2
SFRAs should include the correct allowance for climate change. This need so be amended for the purposes of clarity
and accuracy.

Change to Plan

This paragraph implies that only a Level 2 SFRA needs to consider climate change. Both the Level 1 and Level 2
SFRAs should include the correct allowance for climate change. This need so be amended for the purposes of clarity
and accuracy.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2127 - 29506 - 11.25 - ii, iii

2127

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.25

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

You should add here that a site specific flood risk assessment (FRA) should use the most up to date site information.

Change to Plan

You should add here that a site specific flood risk assessment (FRA) should use the most up to date site information.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 132 - 28889 - 11.28 - i, ii, iv

132

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.28

Respondent: Mr Phil Yerby [28889]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The sequential test and exception test is failed at WTV 018 'Woodlands'. The current planned alignment of the road
does not pass a reasonable and fair exception test. There is clearly another alternative route that has been identified in
the Aecom Cumulative Impact report and replicated elsewhere in the VALP.

Summary:

The sequential test and exception test is failed at WTV 018 'Woodlands'. The current planned alignment of the road
does not pass a reasonable and fair exception test. There is clearly another alternative route that has been identified in
the Aecom Cumulative Impact report and replicated elsewhere in the VALP.

Change to Plan

The sequential test and if necessary the exception test needs to be done again using a fair assessment of the available
evidence. See attached SJP report.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:
AVDC-SERVER01_Parrot_1255_003.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 454 - 30814 - 11.28 - i, ii, iii, iv

454

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.28

Respondent: Hampden Fields Action Group (Dr Glynn White)
[30814]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The sequential test and exception test is failed at WTV 018 'Woodlands'. The current planned alignment of the road
does not pass a reasonable and fair exception test. There is clearly another alternative route that has been identified in
the AECOM Cumulative Impact report and replicated elsewhere in the VALP.

Summary:

The sequential test and exception test is failed at WTV 018 'Woodlands'. The current planned alignment of the road
does not pass a reasonable and fair exception test. There is clearly another alternative route that has been identified in
the AECOM Cumulative Impact report and replicated elsewhere in the VALP.

Change to Plan

As sequential and exception tests failed alternative route for the ELR(S) should be enforced on the Woodlands
development.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Aylesbury Woodlands Sequential Test Review 16 June 17.pdf
Letter to AVDC re Woodlands.pdf
ELR(S) alignment through Woodlands (2).pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1030 - 29506 - 11.28 - ii, iii

1030

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.28

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

It is unclear how Para 2.2.5 of the Sequential Test document has sequentially tested 16 neighbourhood plan sites that
have already been allocated in those plans. Also para 2.2.4 of the sequential test it is unclear why some sites at a lower
risk of flooding have been discarded in the sequential test process and why the reasons given outweigh flood risk as
planning issues.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2045 - 29506 - 11.28 - ii, iii

2045

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.28

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

On the sites WTV016 and BIE022 (part of 'Land North of A41' AGT-3) and also site STO016 (part of 'South west
Aylesbury' AGT-2) the sequential test says both parts of the Exception Test are passed by the main text of the
document says Part 2 of the Exception Test can only be passed at the planning application stage.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2174 - 29506 - 11.28 - ii, iii

2174

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.28

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

After the following text in this paragraph "Tables within the NPPG set out the relative vulnerabilities of types of
development to flooding relative to flood zones" You should add that "It should be ensured that the flood risk
vulnerability of the development is compatible with the flood zone". It needs to be clear that some types of development
are not permitted in certain flood zones.

Change to Plan

After the following text in this paragraph "Tables within the NPPG set out the relative vulnerabilities of types of
development to flooding relative to flood zones" You should add that "It should be ensured that the flood risk
vulnerability of the development is compatible with the flood zone". It needs to be clear that some types of development
are not permitted in certain flood zones.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2180 - 29506 - 11.30 - ii, iii

2180

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.30

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

This paragraph states that flood risk assessments should assess all sources of flood
risk, but then only mentions surface water under what needs to be demonstrated.
We are pleased to see that many allocation descriptions that are at risk of flooding in
the local plan refer the reader to the SFRA level 2 for more detailed advice. Please can you ensure that all the
allocation descriptions refer to the SFRA level 2 if they are at risk of flooding.

Change to Plan

Please can you ensure that all the allocation descriptions refer to the SFRA level 2 if they are at risk of flooding.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1442 - 29264 - I4 Flooding - None

1442

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I4 Flooding

Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31. However we consider it
could go further and that the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as
recognised in the Flood & Water Management Act.

Change to Plan

As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer flooding is also
included.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1470_Redacted.pdf
Thames Water Utilities 29264, Savills 27814, Aylesbury Vale Local Plan proposed submission site specific
comments.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1510 - 29922 - I4 Flooding - iii

1510

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I4 Flooding

Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
Manager) [29922]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

concerns relating to the wording of point of Policy I4. Reference is made to surface water discharge rates complying
with Buckinghamshire County Councils guidance on runoff rates and volumes. Where the final discharge point is to a
public sewer we would ask that this is agreed with the relevant sewerage undertaker to ensure this is consistent with
our assessment of capacity. This to ensure the effectiveness of the existing public sewerage network and address the
risk of downstream flooding.

Change to Plan

Please see attached schedule of changes.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Reps.pdf
Patience, Stewart 29922 Anglian Water Schedule of Changes.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1689 - 32219 - I4 Flooding - None

1689

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I4 Flooding

Respondent: Buckinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service (Mr Staurt
Gowanlock) [32219]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached a letter containing our representations in relation to Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Summary:

We are supportive of this policy - particularly the inclusion of requirements for evacuation management planning in
consultation with the emergency services as set out at point l. However, we also recommend that we be notified of any
locations where housing in areas at risk of flooding has been allocated for occupancy by vulnerable groups, such as
elderly or disabled people, so that they can be identified for early evacuation or high priority rescue.

Change to Plan

We recommend that we be notified of any locations where housing in areas at risk of flooding has been allocated for
occupancy by vulnerable groups, such as elderly or disabled people, so that they can be identified for early evacuation
or high priority rescue.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Gowanlock Stuart 32219 BFRS Response.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1713 - 32286 - I4 Flooding - None

1713

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I4 Flooding

Respondent: Richborough Estates [32286]

Agent:

RPS Planning & Development (Mr Cameron AustinFell) [30221]

Full Text:

Attached report makes comments to the Proposed Submission VALP, by RPS on behalf of our client Richborough
Estates, contains full comments on the policies and includes at appendix 1 a Housing Need Technical Review by
Barton Willmore (November 2017).

Summary:

The policy needs to have a planning balance element included, as per policy NE1.

Change to Plan
Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
Austin-Fell, Cameron 30221 (RE) JBB8415.C5743 Submission VALP Reps December 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2186 - 29506 - I4 Flooding - ii, iii

2186

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I4 Flooding

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

There is no mention of raising internal floor levels above the predicted design flood level to reduce the likelihood of the
property flooding taking into account any increase in flood level likely in future as a result of climate change. This could
have been included in order to make this policy more robust. This would be a requirement we would expect to see to be
addressed for a proposed development. Various changes to the criteria of I4 are suggested.

Change to Plan

Policy I4.
There is no mention of raising internal floor levels above the predicted design flood level to reduce the likelihood of the
property flooding taking into account any increase in flood level likely in future as a result of climate change. This could
have been included in order to make this policy more robust.
Point B. All sites (those in the VALP and those not) should use the sequential approach.
Point D: For the purposes of clarity and accuracy this point should state that
compensation should be provided up to the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) flood extent
with an appropriate allowance for climate change.
Point V: Compensation is required not just for land raising, but also built footprint. This
should be included here within this policy. This would be a requirement that would need
to be demonstrated within a FRA.
Cont/d.. 4
Point D: We are pleased to see that you have added the point about developers
needing to explain why they can't provide level for level compensation or volume for
volume before they move onto forms of flood mitigation.
Point H: We are pleased to see you have added 'and safe' to this sentence.
Point J: We welcome the reference to FRA Guidance for new developments:
FD2320/TR2. Section 13 of this document does provide a framework for the
assessment of access and egress routes. However, FD2320 only provides a hierarchy
of acceptable options and you need to determine what is acceptable under what
circumstances.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2191 - 29506 - I4 Flooding - ii, iii

2191

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I4 Flooding

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

We are pleased to see that the requirement for the FRA to consider climate change in
all aspects of the proposals including the assessment of the access and egress routes
and compensation. We recommend that there is a clear understanding of how to apply
the climate change allowances, within the LPA. Aylesbury Vale is formed of a number of
river basin districts, each within differing allowances.

Change to Plan

We recommend that there is a clear understanding of how to apply
the climate change allowances, within the LPA. Aylesbury Vale is formed of a number of
river basin districts, each within differing allowances.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2196 - 29506 - I4 Flooding - ii, iii

2196

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I4 Flooding

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

The site specific policies require modelling to be undertaken to refine the flood zones on
the allocated sites, however the flood policy does not specify this. The flood map for
planning is indicative and doesn't have a full coverage of the smaller, ordinary
watercourses. A clear responsibility for reviewing and approving the resulting models
will need to be clear.

Change to Plan

The site specific policies require modelling to be undertaken to refine the flood zones on
the allocated sites, however the flood policy does not specify this. The flood map for
planning is indicative and doesn't have a full coverage of the smaller, ordinary
watercourses. A clear responsibility for reviewing and approving the resulting models
will need to be clear.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2403 - 29506 - 11.32 - ii, iii

2403

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.32

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Para 11.32 , For the purposes of clarity and accuracy we recommend you change the third sentence of this paragraph
to clarify that development must not result in any deterioration of a water body.

Change to Plan

For the purposes of clarity and accuracy we recommend you change the third sentence
of this paragraph to:
"This will assist in contributing to the objectives of the Water Framework Directive
which seeks to protect and enhance the quality of water bodies, and requires that
development does not result in any deterioration in the status of surface water bodies".
This is because deterioration of a water body is not permitted.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
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Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Paragraphs 11.32 and 11.33
We are pleased too see that contaminated land and the protection of controlled waters
have been included in these paragraphs. You have listed the following water bodies in
paragraph 11.33, rivers, canals, lakes and reservoirs. You need to also include the
protection of groundwater aquifers in this list.

Change to Plan

You need to also include the protection of groundwater aquifers in this list in para 11.33
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Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:
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Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

We recommend a change in the wording because additional abstraction licences or
increases in abstraction licence volumes will not be granted to Public Water Supply
companies or private abstractors if there is a risk of derogation of other users, or risk of
deterioration to the environment.

Change to Plan

Paragraph 11.33 states that:
"Development will only be permitted where adequate water resources exist, or can be provided without detriment to
existing uses"
This sentence in paragraph 11.33 should be changed to:
"Development will only be permitted where adequate water resources exist, or can be provided without detriment to
existing uses and the environment".
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Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
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Respondent: Gt Brickhill Parish Council (Mr Christopher Leech)
[31948]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Aylesbury Vale is a geographic area where most potable water is sourced from Acquifers either within the vale or
outside it. Given the population increase proposed in the VALP maintaining, good water supply, and improving its
quality from the marginal quality acknowledged here would seem to demand a greater importance than is alluded to
here, where it gets the briefest mention. AVDC needs to show how it can work with Thames Water and Anglian Water
to reduce the state of Water Stress that currently exists to ensure high quality water supply for the increased
population.

Summary:

Aylesbury Vale is a geographic area where most potable water is sourced from Acquifers either within the vale or
outside it. Given the population increase proposed in the VALP maintaining, good water supply, and improving its
quality from the marginal quality acknowledged here would seem to demand a greater importance than is alluded to
here, where it gets the briefest mention. AVDC needs to show how it can work with Thames Water and Anglian Water
to reduce the state of Water Stress that currently exists to ensure high quality water supply for the increased
population.
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Respondent: Thornborough Parish Council (Maggie Beach)
[31143]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thornborough Parish Council response to the VALP
* The overall numbers of new houses for the Vale is unsustainable without major infrastructure changes and not
enough thought has been taken for major infrastructure changes. Thornborough Parish Council are not confident that
what has been proposed will cope with the extra people, traffic, demand on services etc.
* Thornborough Parish Council supports allocating development to settlements on a "case by case basis", rather than
as generic percentages based on hierarchy classification, but thinks that not enough evidence is presented in the Plan
to explain how the actual numbers have been derived.
* Thornborough Parish Council are concerned about current plans that will have an impact on sustainability. There are
currently several developments in the north of Buckinghamshire that will not count towards the Aylesbury Vale Housing
numbers but will have an impact on local roads leading to more congestion and a worsening living environment. New
housing estates should be environmentally sustainable and ecologically rich, for example hard surfacing should be
permeable to allow water to permeate to the water-table and not be lost as run-off with the consequent effect of
flooding. This needs strong and robust policies to force developers to design well.
* The Government emphasis on denser housing stock will inevitably lead to smaller and smaller amenity space which
will impact on health and well-being, this should be addressed. It will also put pressure on smaller sites to take houses
in backyards and gardens. This could have an adverse impact on the nature of the historic environment, the local
ecology (gardens are often refuges for wildlife and their loss would be detrimental, and the loss of hedgerows which are
ecologically significant as highways, a food source and protection. The natural and historic environment also need
protection with robust policies.
* Neighbourhood Plans need to be given due weight in Policy. Thornborough Parish Council believes that the Plan
lacks clarity on the status of Neighbourhood Plans made already within the District. Section 8 deals only with new
NDPs coming forward. There also appears to be a lack of consistency in approach to NDPs throughout. The
relationship between the VALP and existing NDPs is not clear and therefore not robust.
* Co-operation between neighbouring districts - There appears to be an assumption that unmet needs identified from
other neighbouring districts to the south can be met by housing allocations in the north of the district,, while there also
appears to have been little consultation or co-operation with neighbouring district councils to the north - South
Oxfordshire District Council; Cherwell District Council; South Northants District Council and Milton Keynes Council.
* Housing - Thornborough Parish Council believe that the figure of 25% Affordable Housing is not enough has not taken
into account other evidence such as rising figures in Housing Register. There is also not enough consideration given to
housing mix.
* Enforcement Issues. Throughout the VALP there is no mention of enforcement as a topic; the word appears twice,
once in relation to listed building, the other relating to work/living spaces. The whole planning policy is merely an
ambition unless there is some form of effective enforcement so it is surprising that there is no policy at all relating to it.
This has been a continuing issue in Thornborough for many years with notable lack of enforcement at sites with unapproved building.
* In section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality
and quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive.
This is a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There
is a considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and
water services, which latter is not fully addressed.
* Employment Opportunities - the lack of new employment opportunities for the increased number of people in the
planned dwellings will increase commuting and this congestion and air pollution throughout the Vale. More thought
needs to be given to this issue.
* Thornborough Parish Council wishes to see this Plan proceed and meet the deadline of submission to DCLG by 31
March, as failure would mean another 3 years and a new Plan would have to be based on a 55% uplift in housing need;
in that time everywhere would continue to be vulnerable to speculative developers
* Thornborough Parish Council note that there is no plan for dealing with the possible impact of the Oxford- Cambridge
expressway. We assume that this will necessitate a review of the VALP once the route is known.
* Thornborough Parish Council support Nash PC's concerns, given in detail in their submission, about the needs of the
Gypsy and Traveller community.

Summary:

section 11.34 it states that Aylesbury Vale is in a state of Water stress, meaning it has poor overall water quality and
quantity of water resources hindering the achievement of the Good status under the Water Framework Directive. This is
a major issue that must be addressed and the VALP needs a more definitive plan regarding water stress. There is a
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considerable concern that even limited development in many older settlements will put strain on drainage and water
services, which latter is not fully addressed.
Change to Plan
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Respondent: South Oxfordshire District Council (Mr. Ryan Hunt)
[32213]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Planning
HEAD OF SERVICE: ADRIAN DUFFIELD
Contact officer:
Karen.attwood@southoxon.gov.uk
Tel: 01235 422600
Textphone users add 18001 before you dial
Your reference:
Our reference:
Dear Sir/Madam
Officer Response
South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP)
2013-2033 Proposed Submission version
Please find below an officer's response to the proposed submission version of the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 2013-2033. Our formal response is in the process of being signed off by
the relevant cabinet member and will follow in due-course.
SODC considers the plan to be sound, legally compliant and meet the requirements of Duty to Cooperate.
SODC does not think it to be necessary to attend the examination unless the Inspector believes it
necessary to demonstrate Duty to Co-operate has been followed. An MoU between SODC and
Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is expected to be signed shortly.
Housing Need:
As part of the Duty to Co-operate we continue to monitor the possibility of any potential unmet
needs particularly housing from neighbouring councils. Both councils recognise we are not within the
same Housing Market Area (HMA) and as such there is no need to address any development needs
resulting from the Central Buckinghamshire HMA. It has been noted that AVDC has increased its
housing requirement by 8,000 homes during the plan period to 27,400 homes as a result of the
collective unmet housing need arising from the authorities to its south, namely Wycombe, Chiltern
and South Bucks. It is recognised that AVDC has sufficient suitable and deliverable sites to meet this
need and would not require any of this to be met by SODC.
On page 33 of the VALP it states 'we fully anticipate the need to carry out an early review of VALP to
take into account newly emerging issues such as the Government's changed methodology on
calculating housing need, as well as the impacts of major strategic schemes'. As such SODC would like
to maintain an ongoing dialogue and be updated following any review of the housing need for AVDC
and any unmet need resulting from the wider Central Buckinghamshire HMA.
Haddenham and Thame cross border issues:
Overall the sites proposed for development within the VALP are not considered to have a significant
cross border impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as the majority of new homes required are
some distance from the shared border with development focused on Aylesbury and other existing
settlements with no new settlements planned. However, it has been noted that a significant number
of new dwellings is to be allocated at Haddenham. Page 38 of VALP sets out the overall number of
dwellings to come forward during the plan period. At Haddenham a total of 1,051 homes of which
more than half are committed or completed. The remaining 315 being allocated within the VALP. On
its own it is not considered to have a significant impact on South Oxfordshire, particularly as this is a
significant reduction on previous versions of the VALP which included a new settlement near
Haddenham. It has been noted that Haddenham remains a potential location for a new settlement if
after a review of the plan it is determined the need exists. SODC would like to remain in contact on
this issue in order to better understand the cross-border impacts of the proposed development and
any future growth in the area, particularly on the A415 between Haddenham and Thame. We would
seek continued dialogue with AV on the potential infrastructure implications resulting from
development at Haddenham and Thame and would like to explore the potential for joint working on
further studies.
The South Oxfordshire Playing Pitch Strategy identifies a significant proportion of the pitch provision
in the North sub-area of the district based around Chinnor to cater for teams and residents arising
from Aylesbury Vale. The strategy recognises that significant additional growth in Aylesbury Vale
could lead to insufficient capacity at these pitches. We would welcome dialogue with AV on the
implications of this and the potential for sharing developer contributions to address the impacts of
increased demand for these pitches and their associated facilities as a result of significant growth in
Aylesbury Vale.
Oxford - Cambridge Expressway Implications:
Assessment of the potential corridors for the route of the Expressway are currently being
investigated by Highways England. The proposed Southern route option would likely run in close
proximity to Thame and Haddenham and would have a significant impact on the area. Should a more
northerly route be chosen, this could also have wider traffic and environmental impacts that would
need careful consideration. The councils have been co-operating on this matter for some time to
better understand the potential implications of the project. Should this option be taken forward
there will be a need for further joint working/liaison to explore and plan for both the economic
benefits and environmental impacts of these proposals.
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Chinnor Reservoir:
As a result of Thames Water confirming that there are no longer any plans for a Chinnor reservoir,
the site is no longer needed to be safeguarded in either Local Plan. Both councils came to an
agreement on this in May 2017 and a statement as such will be included in an agreed Memorandum
of Understanding ahead of the submission stage of VALP and SODC Local Plan.
Duty to Co-operate:
It is important to maintain officer and member level Duty to Co-operate dialogue to better
understand the issues above and any other issues that may impact on each council in-order to
positively plan for development and mitigate impacts. SODC looks forward to finalising a formal
Memorandum of Understanding with AVDC which is currently being drafted, as well as a wider
Memorandum of Understanding/ Statement of Common Ground on cross-border transport matters
which is also proposed to include Wycombe District Council and the respective County Councils.
If any clarification is required on any of the above comments or any issues relating to this response,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards
Ryan Hunt
Enquires Officer
Policy Team
South Oxfordshire District Council
Summary:

As a result of Thames Water confirming that there are no longer any plans for a Chinnor reservoir,
the site is no longer needed to be safeguarded in either Local Plan. Both councils came to an
agreement on this in May 2017 and a statement as such will be included in an agreed Memorandum
of Understanding ahead of the submission stage of VALP and SODC Local Plan.

Change to Plan

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 891 - 31946 - I5 Water resources - ii, iii

891

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: Buckingham Town Council (Mr Christopher
Wayman) [31946]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

It is understood that the site allocations in the BNDP are assumed but that in addition to the reserve site from that Plan,
BUC051, further housing numbers are required, and the designation of Buckingham as a strategic settlement has
driven these additional site allocations.
There is internal consistency within the VALP. The allocation of two of these sites is inconsistent with other strategic
policies within VALP. It is submitted that the inconsistency makes it unsound, as the lack of apparent consideration as
to whether there are other suitable sites consistent with the Plan.
In addition it is noted that the Water Cycle Survey notes that upgrading to sewerage will be required by the Anglian
Water before any further major development is possible at Buckingham [Water Cycle Study Volume 2 at 5.4.6.2].
The overall RAG score for Buckingham sites was Amber - broken down into 1-5 years and 6-15 years the sewerage
System Capacity- WwTw Capacity - Red; Sewerage Network capacity - Amber; Surface water Network Capacity Red
It is noted in the document that pertaining to Buckingham "Infrastructure and/or treatment upgrades will be required to
serve proposed growth. Major constraints have been identified"[p.89] There is only one other red area across the area
and that is Stanbridgeford.
This might question why Buckingham is allocated such a high proportion of new housing, while such serious contraints
remain an issue.
What is immediately concerning is that VALP does not seem to address this evidence in terms of deliverability. Anglian
Water comments in response to Water Cycle Study:
"In relation to Buckingham WRC it is important to note that we are currently progressing a scheme to accommodate
growth as part of the current Asset Management Plan period (2015-2020). Please note that this scheme has a design
horizon of 2021. Anglian Water have confirmed that Buckingham WwTw remains as "red" assessment for both periods
of 1-5 years and 6-15 years."
and also the Recommendation at 5.4.7.
"AVDC to take into account the available WwTw capacity in phasing development going into same WwTw".
Yet on site allocations for Buckingham:
BUC043 - 130 homes between 2018 and 2023
BUC051 - 100 homes to be delivered 2018-23 [200 2024-2033]
BUC046 - 100 homes between 2018-23 [320 homes 2024-2033]
This is in addition to the provision within BNDP for 617 homes and 400 student units as well as windfall development all potentially possible within the first five years.
This does not seem to accord with the recommendation above, and it is not explained how at paragraph 4.128 of
VALP:
"The Water Cycle Study (2017) assessed the impact of growth on water cycle infrastructure in the village. The following
policy is to ensure that growth takes place with any upgrades to the treatment works that may be needed."
The first, obvious, point is that Buckingham is not a village. The second point that is perhaps not just a careless
mistake is that how this policy achieves this in terms of site allocations and phasing is not made out in answer to the
points raised within the Water Cycle Study document itself.
If developer contributions to the sewerage upgrade are required to bring this development on sooner, then this will
affect viability calculations and may reduce affordable housing and infrastructure. It should be noted that s.106 of Town
and Country Planning Act prevents such infrastructure forming part of CIL or S. 106 agreements.
This may not lead to quick delivery, if construction cannot be undertaken in its absence.
The allocation of additional sites on top of the sites already allocated in BNDP is not fully justified against the
supporting evidence contained within the Water Cycle Study [Aylesbury Vale Water Cycle Study (Final) 2016, JBA
Consulting, part of Supporting Evidence]. In this document there are two issues for Buckingham:
(i) The inability to deal with phosphorus, and the observation that this may be a constraint on development in
Buckingham;
(ii) The requirement of sewerage infrastructure - whilst this may be provided by Anglian Water under the Asset
Management Programme and also potentially from developer contributions - this would seem to have an effect on
deliverability of the sites within the proposed timescales; and also to the viability of the development. The concern is
that in potential contributions to sewerage infrastructure, developers will be able to assert viability concerns against
requirements for affordable housing levels and other infrastructure, thereby not delivering sustainable development for
Buckingham.
If Buckingham is to remain a strategic settlement, a clearer policy as to how to upgrade WwTw needs to be provided if
deliverability and viability issues are to be met, and to justify the additional allocation within the deliverability timescale
set out.

Summary:

There is failure to consider essential evidence brought forward in the Water Cycle Study. If Buckingham is to remain a
strategic settlement, a clearer policy as to how to upgrade WwTw needs to be provided if deliverability and viability
issues are to be met, and to justify the additional allocation within the deliverability timescale set out. Otherwise
Buckingham will lose out on other essential infrastructure from developer contributions/viability concerns.

Change to Plan

Set out a clear policy as to how upgrading is to be achieved and alter phasing of new housing to reflect this.
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Respondent: Berkshire, Buckinghamshire & Oxfordshire Wildlife
Trust (Mr Neil Rowntree) [29534]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

BBOWT response to Draft Submission VALP Consultation December 2017
Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust.
Please find attached our response to the consultation. As a wildlife organisation our comments are restricted to matters
associated with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.

Summary:

We support these policies which are necessary in order to comply with NPPF requirements regarding biodiversity and
the natural environment, and the NERC Act (2006) duty with regard to biodiversity. If proposals are made to modify
them we would welcome the opportunity to discuss if that affects their soundness in our opinion.
Note that we are aware that the Natural Environment Partnership (the NEP, which is the equivalent of a Local Nature
Partnership in Buckinghamshire) is asking for a modification with respect to the supporting text of Policy I1 Green
Infrastructure.
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Respondent: Thames Water (Office Manager) [29264]
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Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water are the statutory water and sewage
undertaker for the majority of the District and are hence a "specific consultation body" in accordance with the Town &
Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments to make on the Proposed
Submission document
Policy S5 - Infrastructure - SUPPORT
Thames Water support proposed Policy S5 on Infrastructure and its supporting text.
Paragraph 3.43 states that:
'While infrastructure associated with water supply and sewers can be provided and funded by developers, upgrades to
wastewater treatment works (WwTWs) can only be provided by water and wastewater utility companies.'
Whilst this is currently correct, from April 2018 the way we and all other water and wastewater companies charge for
new connections will change. All information currently available is available on our website by following the link below.
Further information is expected early 2018.
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connections-charging
Policy I4 - Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - REQUEST AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED
CONSISTANT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
Thames Water Support Policy I4 on Flooding and Sustainable Urban Drainage systems and all the supporting text from
paragraphs 11.20 - 11.31.
However as previously mentioned in our representations made in August 2016 we consider it could go further and that
the Plan should recognise the risk from sewer flooding in addition to fluvial flooding as recognised in the Flood & Water
Management Act.
As such in order for the plan to be considered sound we would recommend that reference to sewer
flooding is also included.
Policy I5 - Water Resources - SUPPORT
Thames Water Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs
11.32 - 11.36.
Site Specific Comments
The attached table provides site specific comments from a desktop assessment on sewerage and
water supply infrastructure, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
These sites have been assessed on an individual base with only limited opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the impact of multiple sites in the same area coming forward may
have a greater impact. The scale, location and time to deliver any required upgrades will be
determined after receiving a clearer picture of the location, type and scale of development together
with its phasing. Thames Water welcomes the opportunity to work closely with the neighbourhood
forum to identify the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand on our infrastructure.
A couple of the sites have been highlighted. This is as the sites were not included within the
consultation document issued last year, but have been assessed as part of the Water Cycle Study
work which has taken place.
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Bell on the above number.
Yours sincerely,
Richard Hill
Head of Property

Summary:

Support Policy I5 on Water Resources and all the supporting text from paragraphs 11.32-11.36
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Respondent: Anglian Water Services Limited (Planning Liaison
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N/A

Full Text:

Please see attached representations.

Summary:

Reference is made to planning applications taking account of the capacity available at wastewater treatment works but
is unclear what is being required of applicants and how this would be assessed as part of the planning process. It is
considered that it could be the requirement for applicants should be clarified to make the policy effective.
any application to vary a permit would be made by the relevant sewerage undertaker to the Environment Agency. As
such it unclear whether it is necessary to include a requirement for a flood risk assessment as this does not relate to
planning application process.
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

The capacity of wastewater treatment works is the responsibility of the utility provider and as such we would
recommend that criterion (c) is deleted as it is misleading.

Change to Plan

The capacity of wastewater treatment works is the responsibility of the utility provider and as such we would
recommend that criterion (c) is deleted as it is misleading.
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Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]
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Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Water Cycle Study evidence suggests that it is not possible to prevent a phosphate deterioration at Buckingham STW.
However in Appendix B section A.8.1 it suggests that there will not be a 10% or a WFD status deterioration from the
present day to the future growth scenario. This is contradictory and needs to be clarified as the executive summary
suggests growth at this works will result in a failure to meet the objectives of the water framework directive (WFD). This
could suggest that the growth planned for this works cannot occur without non-compliance with the WFD which would
be unacceptable.

Change to Plan

Need to confirm that at Buckingham STW, the objectives of the water framework directive can be met by the
planned/committed growth as assessed in the Water Cycle Strategy.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 2344 - 29506 - I5 Water resources - ii, iii

2344

Support

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

We are pleased to see that the local plan (in Policy I5) embeds a requirement for
developers to provide evidence that they have communicated with the sewer undertaker to ensure there is available
capacity in the network and at the treatment works. This ensures timely infrastructure planning and helps to avoid
capacity issues such as sewer flooding and more frequent combined sewer overflow (CSO) spills.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 2345 - 29506 - I5 Water resources - ii, iii

2345

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

It is suggested in the Water Cycle Study para 6.6.1.1 that a WFD deterioration in Water Quality at Winslow cannot
currently be avoided based on current available technology. It is not clear if this is the permit required to limit the
phosphate deterioration to 3% within bad status. If a within 3% deterioration cannot be prevented it may be a limitation
to the proposed growth which needs to occur within environmental capacity. The Water Cycle study has not identified
what permit limit would be required to prevent these 'within bad' deteriorations.

Change to Plan

If a within 3% deterioration cannot be prevented it may be a limitation to the proposed growth which needs to occur
within environmental capacity. The Water Cycle study at para 6.6.1.1 has not identified what permit limit would be
required to prevent these 'within bad' deteriorations.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2346 - 29506 - I5 Water resources - ii, iii

2346

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Water Cycle Study
Paragraph 10.4.1.1 - Recommendations
A key recommendation for major developments within the local plan is for developers to provide foul and surface water
drainage strategies. This is a key piece of evidence that would be expected at the planning application phase at the
latest. This should be included within this list of recommendations.

Change to Plan

Water Cycle Study
Paragraph 10.4.1.1 - Recommendations
A key recommendation for major developments within the local plan is for developers to provide foul and surface water
drainage strategies. This is a key piece of evidence that would be expected at the planning application phase at the
latest. This should be included within this list of recommendations.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2363 - 29506 - I5 Water resources - ii, iii

2363

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

This policy would benefit from an inclusion of a requirement for developers to provide a foul and surface water drainage
strategy (especially important for the strategic settlements and those sites identified as having infrastructure capacity
issues). The proposed treatment/destination of the effluent is an important piece of information if potential water quality
impacts are to be understood. This can be provided by a drainage strategy.

Change to Plan

Policy I5 - Water Resources
We are pleased to see that there is the inclusion of a requirement for developers to
provide evidence that they have consulted with the sewer undertaker. This policy would benefit from an inclusion of a
requirement for developers to provide a foul and surface water drainage strategy (especially important for the strategic
settlements and those sites identified as having infrastructure capacity issues). The proposed
treatment/destination of the effluent is an important piece of information if potential
water quality impacts are to be understood. This can be provided by a drainage
strategy.
Point d (Planning obligations) of this policy states:
"Where appropriate, phasing of development will be used to enable the relevant water infrastructure to be put in place
and planning obligations will be used to secure
contributions to capacity improvements required as a result of development."
The following additional wording would make this policy stronger:
For those sites that are proposed in sewage treatment work catchments where network and/or treatment works
capacity constraints have been identified by the sewer undertaker in the water cycle study (WCS), drainage strategies
will need to be provided by the developer.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2366

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

Site Allocations
We are pleased to see the points J and K in the site criteria for site allocation BUC043.
However we strongly recommend that these points are included in the criteria for all
sites proposed in constrained sewer catchments and STWs. These sites are highlighted
in the Water Cycle Study.

Change to Plan

Site Allocations
We are pleased to see the points J and K in the site criteria for site allocation BUC043.
However we strongly recommend that these points are included in the criteria for all
sites proposed in constrained sewer catchments and STWs. These sites are highlighted
in the Water Cycle Study.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2412

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

For consistency, Policy I5 should reference Policy C3 which also lists water
consumption standards and requirements for new builds.

Change to Plan

In the interests of accuracy,
Policy I5 (b) should be amended to say:
"Development will only be permitted where adequate water resources exist, or can be
provided without detriment to existing uses and the environment".

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2428

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: The Environment Agency (Michelle Kidd) [29506]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached our responses to the Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan.

Summary:

The Water Cycle Study evidence is unsound as we are not certain from the
evidence in the water cycle study whether the proposed growth for Aylesbury
Vale District will not cause a deterioration in the ecological status of the receiving
watercourses within the lifetime of the Aylesbury Vale local plan.This is a potential concern as without the assessment
of the permit limit required to cap deterioration to 3%, we cannot determine if the proposed growth is feasible and
compliant with the water framework directive (WFD).

Change to Plan

In order to address this soundness point the local planning authority need to
calculate the quality permits required to limit the within 'Bad' status deterioration
to 3%.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
ii, iii

Attachments:
Kidd Michelle 29506 SFRA and Exception Test.pdf
Kidd, Michelle 29506 Environment Agency response to Aylesbury Vale DC Reg 19 Local Plan Consultation.pdf
Kidd Michelle 29506 Water Cycle Study.docx.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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O - 2609 - 32216 - I5 Water resources - iii

2609

Object

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I5 Water resources

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:
the only mention of green
infrastructure in the section covering
employment land. There is no
mention of biodiversity.
One of the central aims of this
section is to increase patronage of
the town centre by creating a space
that people want to visit for
socialising as well as shopping.
Providing green infrastructure as
part of this strategy will create a
space that people want to visit,
provide the wellbeing benefits of
access to nature for central town
residents, possibly provide SUDS
and provide shelter for urban
wildli
Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

A paragraph should be added to
ensure all re-development of
employment areas implements
suitable GI in line with policy I1.
Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
S - 911 - 29373 - 11.41 - None

911

Support

11. Detailed Infrastructure

11.41

Respondent: The Canal & River Trust (Jane Hennell) [29373]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Waterways are increasingly being used in association with new technologies, contributing to the creation of 'Information
Superhighways' . Development to the East of Aylesbury should consider using the canal towpath in this way.

Summary:

Waterways are increasingly being used in association with new technologies, contributing to the creation of 'Information
Superhighways' . Development to the East of Aylesbury should consider using the canal towpath in this way.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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967

Support

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I6 Telecommunications

Respondent: Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Conservation Board (Dr Lucy Murfett) [29325]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The Boards supports this policy to limit the damaging landscape impacts which can arise from telecommunications
development.
The policy could usefully be expanded to cover similar impacts from other forms of utilities e.g. overhead electricity
lines, associated poles or pylons and their ancillary buildings, and high rail and road structures such as overhead line
equipment for rail electrification, and traffic cameras and overhead gantries. HS2 and East West Rail are likely to
involve electrification equipment which can be highly detrimental to the landscape (as it has in the AONB at Goring on
the Great Western Railway)

Summary:

The Boards supports this policy to limit the damaging landscape impacts which can arise from telecommunications
development.
The policy could usefully be expanded to cover similar impacts from other forms of utilities e.g. overhead electricity
lines, associated poles or pylons and their ancillary buildings, and high rail and road structures such as overhead line
equipment for rail electrification, and traffic cameras and overhead gantries. HS2 and East West Rail are likely to
involve electrification equipment which can be highly detrimental to the landscape (as it has in the AONB at Goring on
the Great Western Railway)

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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S - 2164 - 29487 - I6 Telecommunications - None

2164

Support

11. Detailed Infrastructure

I6 Telecommunications

Respondent: Historic England (Mr Martin Small) [29487]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

See attachment for full representation.

Summary:

we welcome criterion e. as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for
enhancing, the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Change to Plan

N/A

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
N/A

Attachments:
Small, Martin 29487 2017-12-11 - VALP - MS - comments on proposed submission.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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2617

Object

13. Policies Maps

VALP Policies Map

Respondent: Natural England (Ms Kirsty Macpherson) [32216]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Please find attached Natural England's response to Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Reg 19 consultation.

Summary:

The allocation maps show areas to
be used as green infrastructure.
However these maps are not
referred to in the policies and so
hold no weight.

Change to Plan

Each allocation site map should
be referenced in the appropriate
policy.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
Macpherson kirsty 32216 _226395_Natural England Response_Aylesbury Vale LP_14.12.2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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777

Object

13. Policies Maps

Aylesbury

Respondent: Peter Brett Associates LLP (Mr Tim Coleby) [29938]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

This seeks to identify areas free of built development but the delineation within the AGT3 area neither aligns with the
currently agreed Woodlands scheme, nor does it allow appropriate flexibility for possible future changes. The
guidance on spatial arrangement should be left for any masterplan and delivery SPD and the Policies Map used for
identification purposes only. If it is retained it should state that the 'no built development' notation is illustrative only.

Summary:

This seeks to identify areas free of built development but the delineation within the AGT3 area neither aligns with the
currently agreed Woodlands scheme, nor does it allow appropriate flexibility for possible future changes. The
guidance on spatial arrangement should be left for any masterplan and delivery SPD and the Policies Map used for
identification purposes only. If it is retained it should state that the 'no built development' notation is illustrative only.

Change to Plan

as above

Appear at exam?
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Legal?
Yes
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Duty to Cooperate?
Yes

Soundness Tests
None
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Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).

VALP Proposed Submission
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1542

Object

13. Policies Maps

Central Aylesbury

Respondent: FI Real Estate Management [32309]

Agent:

Full Text:

DPP Planning (Richard Purser) [32401]

Please accept by way of this email the attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed
Submission Consultation.
The attached representations are made on behalf FI Real Estate Management for whom we are acting as agent.
Representations are submitted in relation to the policies and sections set out below:
* Policy E1
* Policy H6
* Section 13 - Central Aylesbury Policies Map

Summary:

The site of Verney House has been erroneously allocated as an 'Existing Employment Site' and within the 'Gatehouse
Industrial Area'. This does not reflect the present planning status of the site which, as of September 2017, benefits from
prior approval consent for residential development. These allocations should therefore be removed. In addition to this,
given the approved land use and that the owner of the site intends to bring the site forward as such the site should be
allocated for residential development.

Change to Plan

The 'Existing Employment Site' and 'Gatehouse Industrial Area' allocations are removed from the Verney House site as
per the amended plan appended to these representations.
The site should instead be allocated for residential development in line with its currently consented land use and the
intentions of the owner to bring the site forward as such.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iii, iv

Attachments:
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form H6.pdf
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form Proposals Map.pdf
Purser, Richard 32401 (FIREM) VALP Representations Form E1.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
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1571

Object

13. Policies Maps

Central Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr Graham John Aylett [30499]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Regarding attractions & identity of the town of Aylesbury (para 4.195) VALP needs to stress the key role of improved
MAINTENANCE in the perceptions of visitors, potential new residents and investors. Therefore improving the standards
of care & maintenance must be added as the FIRST of THREE main headings for strategic aims listed in para 4.209.
Augmentation of the paragraphs which follows of both policies D.7 & D.8 is required, including the improvement of
signage (especially for pedestrians) and observance of the regulation which requires ALL premises, commercial,
residential & business a like, to display their number.
Summary:

The map needs to show the extent of the Conservation Area within Aylesbury Town Centre.

Change to Plan

The map needs to show the extent of the Conservation Area within Aylesbury Town Centre.

Appear at exam?
Yes

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
iii

Attachments:
1571_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1677

Object

13. Policies Maps

Central Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

Dayla Site, Exchange Street (AYL064) is currently under construction and had permission at March 2017 but is not
shown as a commitment on the Policies Map.

Change to Plan

Show AYL064 as a commitment on the Policies Map.

Appear at exam?
Not Specified

Legal?
Not Specified

Sound?
Not Specified

Duty to Cooperate?
Not Specified

Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:
1684_Redacted.pdf

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1678

Object

13. Policies Maps

Central Aylesbury

Respondent: Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited [32283]

Agent:

Full Text:

GL Hearn (Mr David Maxwell) [29613]

On behalf of our client, Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited, please see attached representations duly made towards the
Reg. 19 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
Full text where it has been summarised:
Para 1.14
Paragraph 1.14 is supported in terms of the policy approach of new employment need being met by new allocations to
meet forecast need. However, it is apparent that Aylesbury Vale District is retaining historic employment land that is no
longer suitable, or viable for current and future employment needs.
The Council is failing to provied an effective planning policy framework by retaining areas of previous employment land
at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate which are no longer suitable, viable or deliverable for
employment purposes. The Gatehouse Industrial Estate has already been subject to incremental and
piecemeal redevelopment for alternative land uses, notably for residential at Brook Mews, and residential
being brought forward at Alton House. The character and form of development at the Gatehouse Industrial
Estate has already chaged such that land between Alton House and Brook Mews should be released for
residential and mixed use development.
The Council's approach in retaining the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate as a key employment site
is inconsistent with the NPPF paragraph 22 which seeks to prevent the long term retention of employment land where
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for that purpose. In these circumstances Planning Auithorities
should review the potential for allocation the land for alternative land uses, including for residential.
The Council's evidence base relating to the Gatehouse Industrial Estate is out-of-date and should be reviewed to take
account of existing and permitted residential development locally.
Para 3.78-3.80
Paragraph 3.80 of the VALP emphasises the considerable difficulty of potential large scale allocations being
brought forward speedily to meet immediate and short term (5 year) housing land supply requirements. Whilst
large scale urban extensions or a new settlement would prove a strong solution to medium and longer term
housing delivery, it is clear that a step change is required to increase the short term supply and delivery.
Aviva remain concerned that existing employment sites, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at
Gatehouse Close, Aylesbury, have not been adequately assessed to consider the potential for existing
employment land to be releasd in the shorter term to realise and deliver much needed new housing.
Specifically, further consideration must be given to the current and future difficulties associated with HELAA
site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse Close being successful or viable for employment purposes. HELAA
site AYL078 would be able to deliver approximately 300 dwellings, reducing the need for release of
greenfield land for a similar quantum of housing.
Table 9 and para 6.6:
Aviva object to the HELAA site ref. AYL078 forming part of the key employment site known as the Gatehouse
Industrial Area. Whilst HELAA site ref. AYL0788 is currently in partial use, the only realistic long term use of the
site is for residential development. There is very limited demand for the existing types of units on the site, and the
site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles means that the re-use or redevelopment
for employment is not viable. Although the site presently has some very short term tenants the only realistic long
term use of the site would be residential development.
In addition, it is submitted that paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 are overly protective of employment land, paricularly of
employment land such as that at HELAA site AYL078 which is clearly suitable for alternative more appropriate
land uses. Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that:
"Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose"...and..."land allocations should be regularly reviewed".
The NPPF goes on to say in the same paragraph that "where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities".
The NPPF also state that: "To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively
to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century".
It is submitted that AVDC should continue to release some greenfield land sites for mixed use development that
consists of residential and employment space. The strategic greenfield sites would allow for the employment sites
to be located in areas that are accessible and sustainable and allow the facilitation of the of the growth of the
Aylesbury Vale economy. Research and development, manufacturing and distribution have all traditionally been
located on the edge of settlements as they benefit from better connectivity.
Given the committed investment projects of East West Rail and HS2 and the larger strategic housing sites, it is
likely that Aylesbury will benefit from improved connectivity by 2033. This therefore means that previously
allocated land for employment that was once 'out of town' (such as land at HELAA site ref. AYL 078 Gatehouse
Industrial Estate) will be situated in an urban hinterland due to settlement expansion, rendering the employment
sites surplus to modern day requirements.

Note: The composite reference number in the box at the top of the page is made up of the following information:Object/Support Representation Number - Respondent Number - Plan Reference - Soundness Tests (if applicable).
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1678

Object

13. Policies Maps

Central Aylesbury

In the case of HELAA site ref. AYL078 it is submitted by Aviva that there is very limited demand for the type of
units on the site, and the site's location and poor access for modern commercial vehicles, means that re-use or
redevelopment is not viable as a continuation of 'B' uses.
In conclusion, it is submitted that either the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should no longer be identified as a key
employment site, or alternatively the HELAA site ref. AYL078 should be excluded from identification in the Local
Plan proposals map as no longer forming part of the Gatehouse Industrial Estate as a key employment site.
S2 and table 1:
Policy S2 is supported in terms of identifying an approach to delivery of land for housing and employment growth
and development, including to meet some of the needs of adjoining highly constrained districts including
Wycombe and Chiltern/South Bucks Districts.
Nevertheless, the approach of releasing large greenfield sites for residential development to meet the needs of
Aylesbury and adjoining authorities is not justified, effective or consistent with National Policy where there is
significant previously developed land available that can deliver new homes at sustainable locations.
Aylesbury District is seeking to retain historic/ existing employment land for employment purposes where there is
no realistic or viable prospect of the land contributing towards employment development throughout the Plan
period.
Land at the Gatehouse Industrial Estate should be reviewed in light of current and permitted residential
developments at Brook Mews and Alton House and in light of the long term and persistent vacancies and
poor take up of employment land and premises.
Aylesbury Vale has not recently reviewed the ability for the Gatehouse Close Industrial Estate to contrbute
towards employment development, and it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF land
east of the residential scheme at Alton House should be allocated for an alternative and more suitable land use
i.e. a logical and sustainable form of residential linking Alton House, with Brook Mews.
S7:
Poliy S7 is supported by Aviva. Policy S7 appropriately expects efficient and effective use of land and
encourages reuse of previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations. Nevertheless, Policy S7
should be strengthened to confirm that Aylesbury Vale will encourage efficient and effective use of land, in
sustainable locations and subject to specific site considerations, ahead of release of greenfield or Green Belt
land.
Policy S7 should also be strengthened to set out how Aylesbury Vale intends to apply the emerging
requirements from the government for Council's to prepare brownfield land registers.
Paragraph 3.67 only makes reference to the emerging brownfield land register initiative. Aviva submit that
Aylesbury Vale should set out within paragrph 3.81 and policy S7 strong support for the principles of
brownfield land. Indeed, it is recommended that Aylesbury Vale should provide confirmation that a brownfield
land register will be prepared by the Council, to be informed by detailed and fresh assessment of suitable,
available and deliverable previosuly developed land, such as HELAA site ref. AYL078 - Land at Gatehouse
Close, Aylesbury.
Policy maps for Aylesbury:
Aviva object to the potential housing allocations VALP policy map inset for Aylesbury, as the map fails to identify
HELAA site ref. AYL078, land at Gatehouse Close as a potential housing allocation. HELAA site ref. AYL078
is located immediately adjacent to, and shares its eastern boundary with the now completed residential
development at Brook Mews, as well as its western boundary with the permitted residenital development at
Alton House. HELAA site ref. AYL078 also shares the same credentials as a highly sustainable location for
residential development, being within walking distance of Aylesbury town centre and railway station, as well as
the range and mix of commnity facilites and servies within and around the town centre.
Summary:

The Local Plan proposals map for Aylesbury should exclude HELAA site ref. AYL078 and the adjacent site known as
Alton House from the Gatehouse Industrial Estate key employment site allocation.

Change to Plan

Amend the Local Plan proposals map to exclude the HELAA site ref. AYL078 and the adjacent Alton House site from
the Gatehouse Industrial Estate key employment allocation, and include HELAA site ref AYL078 as a residential
allocation.
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Maxwell, David 29613 (ALP Policy S7 Reg 19 Response Form Dec 2017.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1679 - 29224 - Central Aylesbury - None

1679

Object

13. Policies Maps

Central Aylesbury

Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

Western House, Rickford's Hill had permission at March 2017 and so should be shown on the Policies Map

Change to Plan

Show Western House, Rickford's Hill on the Policies Map as a commitment.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

Wing House, Britannia Street had planning permission at March 2017 and so should be shown on the Policies Map as
a commitment.

Change to Plan

Show Wing House, Britannia Street on the Policies Map as a commitment.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

Walton Square (formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street had permission at March 2017 and so should be shown on
the Policies Map as a commitment.

Change to Plan

Show Walton Square (formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street on the Policies Map as a commitment.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

22 Cambridge Street (12 flats) had planning permission at March 2017 and so should be shown on the Policies Map as
a commitment.

Change to Plan

Show 22 Cambridge Street on the Policies Map as a commitment.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Questions whether it had permission at 31/03/2017. If not suggests that it should be
included in the housing allocation.
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Respondent: Mr David Vowles [29224]
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Full Text:
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Understandably a few errors has crept into this complex document. No doubt the council will be preparing a list of
corrections to put to the inspector of the public examination. In case you have not picked them up already, here are
some which I have spotted and which could cause confusion.
Cross references
Paragraph 4.18 - D2 & S4 should read D1 & S5
Paragraph 4.154 - D4 should read D2
Paragraph 4.165 - D2 should read D3
Paragraph D7 (2nd Paragraph.) E2 should read E6
Commitments in central Aylesbury
I think the following had permission at March 2017 but are not shown as commitments on the proposals map:Dayla site, Exchange St (RefAYL064)-currently under construction
P.T.O
Western House Rickford's Hill (under construction)
Wing House, Britannia Street (completed?)
Walton Square (Formerly Ringwood House) Walton Street (under construction)
22 Cambridge Street (12 flats under construction)
The site at Ardenham Lane (Ref. AYL032) appear to show the vacant (car park) land between Chiltern House and
Sunley House as a commitment. Did it have permission at 31/03/2017? If not shouldn't it be included in the housing
allocation?
Also the text concerning this site (para 4:102 and table) refers to Ashton Court. Should this be Ardenham Court?
Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
Yours Sincerely
David Vowles
Summary:

Site AYL058 at Buckingham Street is shown as a commitment covering Heron House, Elsinore House, Cromwell Court,
the Methodist Church and Coopers Yard car park. In fact I think only Heron House was a commitment at March 2017.
The remainder of the site should either be deleted or shown as a housing allocation.
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Full Text:

BUC043 should not be included as it was excluded by the residents when the Buckingham local plan was consulted
and in the vote approving the local plan

Summary:

BUC043 should not be included as it was excluded by the residents when the Buckingham local plan was consulted
and in the vote approving the local plan

Change to Plan

if land is required to meet the housing numbers then land immediately south of the A421 and south of BUC028 should
be allocated.
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Full Text:

BUC043 should not be included in the plan:
It is not in the Buckingham local plan and a planning application on this land was rejected this year by the Secretary Of
State.
There is land to the south of the river Great Ouse that is already nominated for houses in the Buckingham local plan
that could accommodate this number of houses.
The housing will add to the current traffic over load on Moreton Road and the town centre.

Summary:

BUC043 should not be included in the plan:
It is not in the Buckingham local plan and a planning application on this land was rejected this year by the Secretary Of
State.
There is land to the south of the river Great Ouse that is already nominated for houses in the Buckingham local plan
that could accommodate this number of houses.
The housing will add to the current traffic over load on Moreton Road and the town centre.

Change to Plan

There is land to the south of the river Great Ouse that is already nominated for houses in the Buckingham local plan
that could accommodate this number of houses so BUC043 should be removed as not required.
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Respondent: Miss Eleanor Bailey [32124]
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Full Text:
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Objections:
1) Impact that proposed development will have, not only in Maids Moreton but in Buckingham town itself.
2) Will worsen existing traffic problems. Accommodating housing needs for other parts of the county, increasing
commuter traffic to other towns as there is little employment in the local area.
3) Proposed development will harm, if not destroy, quality of village life that some villagers have hitherto enjoyed.
I note there is land to the south of the river Great Ouse already nominated for houses in the Buckingham Local Plan
that could easily accommodate housing without destroying a delightful village.

Summary:

Objections:
1) Impact that proposed development will have, not only in Maids Moreton but in Buckingham town itself.
2) Will worsen existing traffic problems. Accommodating housing needs for other parts of the county, increasing
commuter traffic to other towns as there is little employment in the local area.
3) Proposed development will harm, if not destroy, quality of village life that some villagers have hitherto enjoyed.
I note there is land to the south of the river Great Ouse already nominated for houses in the Buckingham Local Plan
that could easily accommodate housing without destroying a delightful village.

Change to Plan
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Full Text:

Objections:
- Maids Moreton only achieves 4 out of 6 characteristics criteria - a small village.
- Population &gt;60% increase, average for medium villages in plan is 14%.
- Increased demand on schools and medical services in Buckingham.
- Impact on amenities/transport in village (and Buckingham).
- Existing residents will be deprived of parking, for themselves and visitors.
- Designated Conservation Area - duty of the Council to preserve/enhance status, proposals fail to do this.
- Pasture/farmland, not on brownfield sites. Not 'sustainable development'.
- Will destroy the identity of Maids Moreton, an historic village.

Summary:

Objections:
- Maids Moreton only achieves 4 out of 6 characteristics criteria - a small village.
- Population &gt;60% increase, average for medium villages in plan is 14%.
- Increased demand on schools and medical services in Buckingham.
- Impact on amenities/transport in village (and Buckingham).
- Existing residents will be deprived of parking, for themselves and visitors.
- Designated Conservation Area - duty of the Council to preserve/enhance status, proposals fail to do this.
- Pasture/farmland, not on brownfield sites. Not 'sustainable development'.
- Will destroy the identity of Maids Moreton, an historic village.

Change to Plan

Reduce the proposed increase of the village to be in line with the average, not 61%.
Reduce traffic implications.
Reduce impact on existing villagers.

Appear at exam?
No

Legal?
No

Sound?
No

Duty to Cooperate?
No

Soundness Tests
i, ii, iv

Attachments:
Matthews, Anita 32038 VALP Objection.pdf

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 1698 - 32268 - Buckingham and Maids Moreton - None

1698

Object

13. Policies Maps

Buckingham and Maids Moreton

Respondent: Mr. C Morris and Mr. P Cowley [32268]

Agent:

CC Town Planning (Mr Ross Middleton) [29872]

Full Text:

please find representations on behalf of our clients Mr. C Morris and Mr. P Cowley attached.

Summary:

The site BUC020 needs a cross reference to para 4.127 and vice versa to give information about the site and the
development.

Change to Plan

The site BUC020 needs a cross reference to para 4.127 and vice versa to give information about the site and the
development.
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Respondent: Wates Developments Ltd. [32258]

Agent:

Boyer Planning Ltd (Jonathan Liberman) [32259]

Full Text:

Please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission consultation, which are
submitted by Boyer on behalf of Wates Developments Ltd.

Summary:

Representations made by Wates to the Draft VALP in December 2016 included robust evidence to support residential
development across all the land under control by Wates. This is shown as Appendix One to the Proposed Submission
representations. The technical work undertaken to date has assessed not only the potential of BUC046 but also the
potential of this larger site to accommodate residential development. Should it become apparent through the
examination process that additional housing is required then Wates submits that the remainder of the land under their
control could be included as a suitable development option.

Change to Plan

If additional land for housing is needed then the policies map site boundary can be extended to include further land
under Wates ownership. The land could be included now or as a suitable development option as part of any
subsequent Local Plan review.
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Respondent: Bloor Homes (Emily Hale) [29645]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Proposed Submission Consultation.
Bloor Homes Ltd. have an option to develop land off Bourton Road, Buckingham at
the earliest opportunity. The site has been previously submitted to the Council as
developable and deliverable, and was included in the 2013 SHLAA as site reference
(SHL/BUC/017). We also submitted representations to the VALP's previous
consultation exercise in September 2016.
Site Description
The site comprises open countryside to the east of Buckingham, as shown at
Appendix 1. It is located approximately 1.5km from the town centre, between the
A421 to the south, the A413 (Buckingham ring road) to the west and the Bourton
Road to the north and east. The site lies opposite Manor Farm and the Bourton
Industrial Estate. 1980s residential development is on the opposite side of the A413
to the west.
Planning Context
There is no relevant planning history concerning the site.
It is evident, however, that although Buckingham is a highly sustainable location for
growth, the Council is putting up resistance in delivering new dwellings to meet with
housing need at Buckingham, particularly when the district is required to meet
additional need from neighbouring authorities, see below.
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Housing Supply and Need
The total amount of dwellings to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale between 2013
and 2033 is 27,400, which includes 2,250 unmet need from Wycombe District, and
5,750 unmet need from Chiltern and South Bucks. This sees an overall reduction in
need of 5,600 since the plan was previously consulted on in 2016.
The Plan focuses the majority of growth in Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham, and adjacent to Milton Keynes. Under policy S2, Spatial
Strategy for Growth, it is set out that the town of Buckingham will accommodate
2,359 new dwellings, to "enhance the town centre and its function as a market town,
and will support economic growth in the north of the district". This figure is made up
of 1,509 completions / commitments, and 850 allocated.
The draft Plan uses past housing delivery rates against AVDLP until 2011 and 2012
based DCLG Household Projections 2011/12 and 2012/13 and the December 2016
Buckinghamshire HEDNA's FOAN from 2013. This identifies 5.3 years of housing
land supply, with a 5% buffer applied. This is a marked shift from the previous 2016
consultation of the draft Plan, which was presenting 4.9 years of land supply and a
20% buffer. Paragraph 1.9 of the supporting document VALP Housing Land Supply
Soundness Document sets out that:
"....while there has been a problem with under delivery in the past, delivery
rates have improved significantly in recent years, with the cumulative total of
completions being above the requirement since 2011".
The draft Plan acknowledges, at paragraph 3.80, that there needs to be an annual
rate of delivery higher than 1,370 dwellings to ensure a 5 year housing land supply,
achieved by the delivery of 2 existing commitments at Aylesbury along with medium
and smaller sites delivering in the shorter term. It explains that in the later parts of
the plan period, large allocations will provide housing delivery. The Council accept
that this is an ambitious strategy, seeing a significant increase on past delivery rates.
DCLG standard methodology indicates a target to be achieved of 1,499 dwellings per
annum for Aylesbury Vale, in order to meet its own growth.
We question what provisions the Council is making to, firstly, ensure delivery of
already committed sites, but secondly, ensure that delivery rates are 'significantly
increased', particularly given the number of applications which have failed to be
determined by the Council or have been refused.
We challenge that the Plan should ensure that allocated sites are deliverable within
the expected time period, and that enough sites should be allocated to deliver
housing provision to ensure need is more than met.
Policies
The Policies Map for Buckingham shows land at Bourton Road to be included under
the Local Landscape Area (LLA), shown as green hatching. This designation covers
the majority of land located to the east of Buckingham, on the eastern side of the
BLOOR HOMES SOUTH MIDLANDS is a division of BLOOR HOMES LIMITED PRIMUS HOUSE, CYGNET DRIVE,
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A413 Bourton Road. The Plan sets out under paragraph 9.28 that this designation is
not "seeking to resist development in principle, unless regard has not been given to
distinctive features and key characteristics of the AALs and LLAs". Policy NE5
Landscape character and locally important landscape provides the framework for
this.
Paragraph 9.30 goes on to detail the definitions contained within the evidence base
document 'defining the special qualities of local landscape designations in Aylesbury
Vale District'. The document sets out that "Most of the areas of attractive landscape
(AALs) have stronger special qualities and are relatively higher in landscape value in
comparison to the local landscape areas (LLAs), which are generally smaller scale
locally valued features. The LLAs generally do not contain so many nationally
significant natural or cultural designations, and they are typically less memorable or
distinctive than the AALs."
The Council set out at paragraph 9.32 of the Plan that they intend to review the
evidence base "early in the VALP plan period" as the LUC study of 2015 did not
include primary on-site fieldwork. The LUC Landscape Designations Plan shows 2
LLAs at Buckingham, to the east (covering land at Bourton Road) labelled as no. 8:
Great Ouse Valley (East), and to the west of Buckingham labelled as no. 7: Great
Ouse Valley (West).
We question the validity of the evidence base and the designation of LLAs nos. 7 &
8, particularly considering that only LLA 8 at east of Buckingham has been carried
forward to the Proposals Map. Land to the west of Buckingham instead includes
housing and employment allocation sites.
Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan
The BNDP allocates 1,017 dwellings to Buckingham1 (circa 50 dwellings per annum),
of which 617 are within the Buckingham Settlement Boundary. These figures were
based on DCLG 2012-based household projections, and are considered out of date.
Land at Bourton Road, Buckingham was assessed in the Site Assessment Site
Submission Version of the Plan, and was referred to as Site 8. The Town Council
concluded that the site could be appropriate for development and was allocated as a
reserve employment site (Site C) in the submission version of the BNDP. However
this was later removed as the allocation employment land was in excess of that
required. This assessment does not support the Council's suggested designation as
an LLA.
Summary
Land at Bourton Road, Buckingham is well located given its proximity to residential
development to the west, and its physical containment.
It is likely that sustainable settlements such as Buckingham will need to
accommodate increased growth to enable delivery against an under provision of
1 617 general market (excluding existing commitments), and 400 student units.
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housing need, and to compensate for the likely scenario (recognised by the Council)
that an over-reliance on larger strategic sites could slow delivery, and additional sites
will be sought in the shorter term.
Conclusions
We consider the Plan to be unsound on the basis that it is not positively prepared, i.e.
it is not based on a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively assessed housing
development requirements of the District. We contend that policies within the Plan
are based on a housing target which substantially underestimates household growth,
over the plan period.
Bloor Homes Ltd. would be pleased to discuss the themes and any preliminary
details with the Council during the on-going work in response to these submissions,
to ensure that sufficient appropriate sites are allocated as deliverable to maintain the
supply of housing at sustainable locations.
We would be grateful if the above comments could be considered towards the
consultation of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Submission Plan, and that land at
Bourton Road, Buckingham is considered for allocation in the plan as a sustainable
location for housing development.
Finally, I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt.
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Summary:

The Policies Map for Buckingham shows land at Bourton Road to be included under
the Local Landscape Area (LLA), shown as green hatching.. We question the validity of the evidence base and the
designation of LLAs nos. 7 &
8, particularly considering that only LLA 8 at east of Buckingham has been carried
forward to the Proposals Map. Land to the west of Buckingham instead includes
housing and employment allocation sites.
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Respondent: Mr & Mrs Chris & Angela Matthews [30589]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Churchway West
17/02280/AOP Haddenham Churchway west
The plans in the VALP refer to the need to have a link road between the new houses and the airfield road "if possible".
In our opinion, planning permission should not be given unless it is a specific requirement that such a road is built,
otherwise planning permission will not be given.If the road is not built, then it is very likely that too much traffic will go
through minor village roads to get to the station and other destinations.

Summary:

Churchway West
17/02280/AOP Haddenham Churchway west
The plans in the VALP refer to the need to have a link road between the new houses and the airfield road "if possible".
In our opinion, planning permission should not be given unless it is a specific requirement that such a road is built,
otherwise planning permission will not be given.If the road is not built, then it is very likely that too much traffic will go
through minor village roads to get to the station and other destinations.

Change to Plan

Appear at exam?
No

A perimeter road must be built on the north side of this proposed development to give access to the station and the
A418 roundabout, to stop traffic using the small village roads.
Legal?
Yes

Sound?
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Soundness Tests
None

Attachments:

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

VALP Proposed Submission
O - 917 - 29360 - Haddenham - i, ii, iii

917

Object

13. Policies Maps

Haddenham

Respondent: Jake Collinge Planning Consultancy Ltd (Mr Jake
Collinge) [29360]

Agent:

Full Text:

N/A

Whilst this representation is noted as one of 'objection' to D-HAD007, that objection relates only to matters of the detail
contained within the policy (and associated plan), with the respondent otherwise supportive of the allocation of the site
for residential development.
In this context, and by way of background, it is important to recognise that D-HAD007 is not in the control of a single
party, but two separate parties, with this respondent in control of the section of land to the rear of 14 Townsend and
forming part the south-eastern section of D-HAD007. Moreover, it is significant to note that previous iterations of the
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) have identified the whole of D-HAD007 as being suitable for residential
development and, indeed, it has only been in the Publication Version of VALP that 'not built development' areas within
D-HAD007 have been identified. It is in respect of the identification of the whole of the land to the rear of 14 Townsend
as 'not built development' that this objection is made, and submitted on the basis that such annotation is unsound by
reason of such not being appropriately justified or being effective for a recognised planning purpose. Indeed, it is
illogical and irrational that the one part of D-HAD007 that falls within the established settlement framework, surrounded
on three-side by existing built development and therefore otherwise compliant with existing and emerging policy in
respect of appropriate housing sites within sustainable settlements, should seemingly be precluded from built
development by an unjustified 'not built development' annotation.
Notwithstanding this over-arching point, particular objection is raised to criteria (f) and, by application through the site
allocation/annotation plan, criteria (g) of D-HAD007. Indeed, and irrespective of such, it is considered that such criteria
have then been unjustifiably interpreted in the 'not built development' annotation on the D-HAD007 Plan Allocation.
Sub-section (f) of D-HAD007 states a 'landscape buffer to be provided between the existing dwellings and new
development'. There is no rational planning basis for such a requirement since the relationship between existing and
new development should be a matter that is appropriately controlled at the Development Management (i.e. planning
application) stage in accordance with the Council's policies and guidelines at the time. The effect of such a requirement
would be to engineer a layout and form of development that would be more isolated and less well-integrated with the
existing development pattern and, potentially, could hinder the capacity of D-HAD007. This part of sub-section (f) is,
therefore, neither justified in planning terms nor effective in delivering the allocation.
Irrespective of such, any reasonable interpretation of (a) - (i) of D-HAD007 would not direct that the whole of the land to
the rear of 14 Townsend be identified as 'not built development' since such annotation would not be fulfilling all, or any,
of the said criteria. On the contrary, if the assertion is correct that (f) is unsound for the reasons given, then it follows
that the whole of the 'not built development' annotation should be removed. Indeed, none of the other criteria would
direct such an annotation, with (g) ultimately satisfied without such an annotation given that this would be appropriately
controlled at the Development Management stage with the layout of the scheme recently approved at the adjoining
Dolicott site demonstrating that an appropriate and acceptable relationship can be secured with designated heritage
assets without re-course to a 'not built development' zone.
The additional potential consequence of such an unjustified annotation of a 'not built development' zone on the whole of
the land to the rear of 14 Townsend is that it reduces the overall capability of D-HAD007 to deliver 315 dwellings, and
thereby potentially undermining the effectiveness of the policy.
Moreover, and as noted above, it is illogical, and perverse (given that it is in separate control to the remainder) that DHAD007 includes the site as part of the allocation yet then precludes any development on the land.

Summary:

Objection is raised to the details of D-HAD007 on the basis that the identification of land to the rear of 14 Townsend as
a 'not built development' area is unjustified and irrational in planning terms, and reduces the efficiency and
effectiveness of housing delivery on D-HAD007.

Change to Plan

Remove from criteria (f) of D-HAD007 the words 'landscape buffer to be provided between the existing dwellings and
new development, and' and replace this with 'landscape buffer to be provided....... on the new settlement boundary.......'
Deletion of the 'not built development' annotation from the HAD-007 site allocation plan as it relates to the whole of the
land to the rear of 14 Townsend.
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Respondent: Mrs Beverley Crowe [31875]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

Before building at Halton consideration needs to be made for the road network as access into Wendover and
Aylesbury, through Weston Turville or Aston Clinton, is already at gridlock.
Before any more building in and around Aylesbury there is a desperate need for a ring road so that people can cross
Aylesbury town more easily.
Specific to the Halton development there needs to be more GP and school facilities before the start of any building.
Also there should be no building on areas where current amenities will be lost ie no building on the current sports
facilities.
Longer train carriages in the services between Aylesbury and London Marylebone

Summary:

An outer ring road for Aylesbury
Better road network between Halton development and Aylesbury
Improved GP and school facilities
Better parking

Change to Plan

An outer ring road for Aylesbury to enable owners of current and future building to move around Aylesbury instead of
having to go through the town.
Better road network between Halton development and Aylesbury
Improved GP and school facilities
Better parking in villages
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Respondent: Mrs Sheila Bulpett [31896]
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Full Text:

The area for housing is mainly the built up area which is good, but this also includes the sports complex, astroturf and
most of the football playing fields used by local groups. It was hoped that these would be retained.

Summary:

The area for housing is mainly the built up area which is good, but this also includes the sports complex, astroturf and
most of the football playing fields used by local groups. It was hoped that these would be retained.

Change to Plan

N/A
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Respondent: Brocksmoor Projects Ltd (Mr Martin Wilkinson)
[29520]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The map shows housing allocation for Halton covering what appears to be the whole of the RAF Halton site, including
the large playing fields on the west. This would be unnaceptable, as it woudl remove sports fields which are currently
used by the community (football clubs), and open green liesre space. This proposal does not recognise and retain
leisure facilities for the comunity.

Summary:

The map shows housing allocation for Halton covering what appears to be the whole of the RAF Halton site, including
the large playing fields on the west. This would be unnaceptable, as it woudl remove sports fields which are currently
used by the community (football clubs), and open green liesre space. This proposal does not recognise and retain
leisure facilities for the comunity.

Change to Plan

Amend plans to protect the existing playing fields by designating them as protected liesure facilities
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Respondent: Laxton Properties (Mr Ed Whetham) [31934]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The owners of Halton Brook Business Park are in favour of its designation as a protected employment site. However,
the map for Halton incorrectly identifies the location of Halton Brook Business Park. In fact, Halton Brook Business
Park is located in Aston Clinton, in the location shown on the attached plan.

Summary:

The owners of Halton Brook Business Park are in favour of its designation as a protected employment site. However,
the map for Halton incorrectly identifies the location of Halton Brook Business Park. In fact, Halton Brook Business
Park is located in Aston Clinton, in the location shown on the attached plan.

Change to Plan

Amend the plan showing the location of Halton Brook Business Park to reflect its correct location.
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Halton

Respondent: Sue Barber [30681]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

The map shows lifting of the green belt for housing development. No employment sites are shown even though there is
existing employment. Halton House and its grounds are protected but not shown as such.

Summary:

The map shows lifting of the green belt for housing development. No employment sites are shown even though there is
existing employment. Halton House and its grounds are protected but not shown as such.

Change to Plan

Shown exactly where housing will be and show retained green belt areas.
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Halton

Respondent: Mr & Mrs Keith Ware [31035]

Agent:

Full Text:

The scale of this development is too big for it's location

Summary:

The scale of this development is too big for it's location

Change to Plan

Reduce the proposed number of houses.
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Milton Keynes, Bletchley and Newton Longville

Respondent: Gallagher Estates Ltd [32326]

Agent:

Barton Willmore (Mr Michael Knott) [29503]

Full Text:

On behalf of our client, Gallagher Estates Ltd., please find attached representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Proposed Submission.

Summary:

2.14 The level of housing provision
proposed adjacent to Milton Keynes (as
set out in Table 1) fails to respond to
the opportunities for accommodating
additional growth in this highly sustainable
location. Land at Eaton Leys forms an
entirely logical extension to the growth
strategy proposed by MKC through its
emerging Local Plan - Plan:MK. This
includes the northern part of the site which
is located within MKC's administrative area
which secured outline planning permission
for up to 600 dwellings in June 2017 and
is proposed for allocation through the
Proposed Submission Plan:MK (see Policy
SD15). A copy of the Plan:MK Key Diagram
is shown in figure 2.1.

Change to Plan

increase the allocation
of new housing to include approximately
1,200 dwellings allocated to land adjoining
Milton Keynes at Eaton Leys.
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form - Completed.pdf
Knott, Michael 29503 (GEL) 28225 A5 DM 171212 Bucks HMA OAHN Review_Final_v2.pdf
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Respondent: Pitstone Parish Charity and the Hawkins family
[32284]

Agent:

Bidwells (Mr Derek Bromley) [29628]

Full Text:

THE VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN 2013 TO 2033 - PROPOSED SUBMISSION NOVEMBER 2017
We act on behalf of landowners who have interests in the policy allocation PIT001.
The land is jointly owned by the Pitstone Parish Charity and the Hawkins family who both support the residential
allocation of this site.
The land was identified as a housing allocation in Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan January 2004 and is an existing
commitment both within the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan.
The landowners joined together to offer the site in the market and terms have been agreed, which are subject to and
conditional upon the grant of planning permission.
The applicants have fully engaged in public consultation and pre-application meetings with Council officers. Planning
applications have been submitted which complied with the Development Plan policies. Separate applications were
submitted for residential, a nursery and a pub. The nursery and pub planning applications have been granted, but the
delivery of the site is contingent upon residential permission.
The landowners and Nicholas King Homes, the prospective purchasers, support the VALP allocation and expect an
early delivery of 74 units.

Summary:

The VALP Policies Map for Pitstone has omitted a commitment in the "made" Pitstone NP namely site No2 Farriers
Corner at the junction of Marsworth Road and Vicarage Road shown on the NP Policies Map our clients would be
grateful if this omission were corrected as they object to the omission.

Change to Plan

The VALP Policies Map for Pitstone has omitted a commitment in the "made" Pitstone NP namely site No2 Farriers
Corner at the junction of Marsworth Road and Vicarage Road shown on the NP Policies Map our clients would be
grateful if this omission were corrected as they object to the omission.
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Waddesdon

Respondent: Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
(Mrs Lee Turkel) [32233]

Agent:

N/A

Full Text:

see attachments

Summary:

Policy WAD2 in the Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan designates a housing allocation (shown on Policy Map Inset 2)
which is appended. This is reflected in the Waddesdon Policy Map in the VALP. However, the VALP Policy Map for
Waddesdon also includes an area of "not built development" which is designated as Local Green Space in the
Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan under policy WAD14(viii). The designation of this land as "not built development" in
the VALP is not strategic, justified or necessary in light of the Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan policies and should be
deleted.

Change to Plan

This representation is made in respect of the soundness of the emerging Vale of Aylesbury Plan, specifically relating to
the Waddesdon Policy Map and the justification for designating "not built development" as part of allocation "WAD006".
Land use allocations for Waddesdon are covered in the Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan which was made on 23
October 2017. The Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan was found to meet the basic conditions through examination and
was overwhelmingly approved at referendum on 19 October 2017.
The Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan was prepared in accordance with national and emerging local plan policy as per
Paragraph 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework. It is in general conformity with the strategic policies of the
Submission Version of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
Policy WAD2 in the Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan designates a housing allocation (shown on Policy Map Inset 2)
which is appended. This is reflected in the Waddesdon Policy Map in the VALP. However, the VALP Policy Map for
Waddesdon also includes an area of "not built development" which is designated as Local Green Space in the
Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan under policy WAD14(viii). The designation of this land as "not built development" in
the VALP is not strategic, justified or necessary in light of the Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan policies and should be
deleted.
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