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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this Report 

1.1.1 Lepus Consulting is conducting the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process 
for the Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) Local Plan Issues and 
Options Consultation Document on behalf of Aylesbury Vale District 
Council. SA is the process of informing and influencing the development 
of the Local Plan to maximise the sustainability value of the document.  
SA is integrated with the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
process so that the requirements of both assessment processes are 
prepared simultaneously.  

1.1.2 AVDC is in the process of preparing a full development plan for 
Aylesbury Vale covering the period from 2013 to 2033.  This report 
assesses the reasonable alternatives stage of plan-making, also known as 
‘options’.  AVDC has considered a range of different sites and policies for 
development within the Vale of Aylesbury.  These sites were primarily 
identified through the Housing and Economic Needs Assessment and a 
Call for Sites.  This document represents a SA of the reasonable 
alternatives for strategic spatial sites identified by AVDC.  Some sites 
have been identified as having potential for housing development only, 
whereas others have been identified as having potential for other uses, 
including employment and Gypsy and Traveller use.  Each of these 
options has been subject to the SA process. 

1.2 About Aylesbury Vale District 

1.2.1 Aylesbury Vale is a district located in the northern half of 
Buckinghamshire, characterised by a gently rolling agricultural landscape.  
It is bound by Milton Keynes to the north, Leighton Buzzard and the 
Chiltern Hills to the east and south, Thame to the south and Bicester to 
the west.  The Vale is named after Aylesbury, the county town of 
Buckinghamshire, where approximately half of the population resides.  

1.2.2 The area is a local government district of northern Buckinghamshire, 
administered by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC).   

1.2.3 Major roads within the District include the A41, A413 and A418, and the 
M40 enters the District between junctions 8A and 9.  The District has a 
number of historic buildings and landscapes, which serve as popular 
tourist attractions.  
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1.3 Previous Stages in the Sustainability Appraisal process 

1.3.1 This SA Report is the first stage of assessment, following the Scoping 
Report produced by Lepus Consulting for AVDC September 2015. This 
scoping report set out a range of sustainability topics (see Table 1.1) and 
identified the national, sub-regional and local policy context for each, as 
well as the current baseline conditions for each topic.  The key 
sustainability issues identified for each topic are presented in Table 1.1.   
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Table 1.1: Key issues in the Aylesbury Vale 

Topic Sustainability Issue 

Accessibility and 
Transport 

High reliance on cars for movement in the town 

Air Quality  Reducing levels of air pollution at Aylesbury’s two AQMAs 

Water and Soil Some areas of high grade quality agricultural land (Grades 2 and 3a) 

Threat of increased soil erosion and soil loss through infrastructure 
growth 

Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity 

Poor access for residents to Green Infrastructure (and recreational 
facilities) 

Threats of development to SSSI’s (one, Stone, is of unfavourable 
condition) 

Climate Change Housing represents majority of carbon emissions  

Increased risk of fluvial and surface water flooding  

Reducing Aylesbury Vale’s carbon footprint 

Threat from climate change on invasive species, changes in farming 
practices and soil erosion 

Heritage and 
Landscape 

High level of local distinctiveness and areas of highly sensitive 
landscapes 

Threats from development to historic landscape and listed features 
(including archaeological remains) 

Need for protection of internationally important Parks and Gardens 
and Green Belt  

Local Landscape Areas and Areas of Attractive Landscape at risk 
from development  

Community, Health 
and Equality 

Deprivation lower in Aylesbury Vale than other areas of the South 
East 

Improvements to recycling rates to meet National targets 

Some areas of the District lack connection to the gas network  

Ageing population 

Economic factors Employment rate declining, unemployment rate rising 

Low level of new business start-ups 

Housing Undersupply of affordable housing, pressure on housing predicted to 
increase with growing population  
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1.4 How to use this document 

1.4.1 It should be noted that this report does not constitute a full 
Environmental Report in line with the SEA Directive; this will be published 
later in the plan making process.   

1.4.2 This Options SA Report is structured as follows: 

• Chapter 2 sets out the methodology and assessment criteria for the options proposed 
for Aylesbury Vale; 

• Chapter 3 presents the appraisal findings of the 9 options put forward. This includes a 
high level assessment matrices supported by commentary text which discusses the 
sustainability implications of each option against the SA Objectives; 

• Chapter 4 outlines the next steps in the SA process. 

" "
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2 Appraisal Methodology 

2.1 Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental 
Assessment 

2.1.1 Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, SA must be 
undertaken for all Development Plan Documents (DPDs). The basis for 
Strategic Environmental Assessment legislation is European Directive 
2001/42/EC, which was transposed into English law by the Environmental 
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, or SEA 
Regulations.  Detailed guidance of these regulations can be found in the 
Government publication ‘A Practical Guide to the Strategic Environmental 
Assessment Directive’ (ODPM 2005).  

2.1.2 Under the requirements of the European Union Directive 2001/42/EC 
(the SEA Directive) and Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
Programmes Regulations (2004), specific types of plans that set the 
framework for the future development consent of projects, must be 
subject to an environmental assessment.  Therefore it is a legal 
requirement for the  AVDC Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 
Document to be subject to SA and SEA throughout its preparation. 

2.1.3 The requirements to carry out SA and SEA are distinct, although it is 
possible to satisfy both obligations using a single appraisal process.  The 
approach for carrying out an integrated SA and SEA is based on best 
practice guidance: 

• Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (September 2005): A Practical Guide to the SEA 
Directive;  

• Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG; 2013) National Planning 
Practice Guidance - Strategic environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal; 

• Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG; September 2009): DCLG 
Plan Making Manual: Sustainability Appraisal; and 

• Web based guidance to accompany the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
including guidance on the SEA/SA process (2013) 

2.1.4 Recently DCLG released web-based guidance to accompany the NPPF.  
This includes information on the SA and SEA process and can be 
accessed by following the link: 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/"

2.2 Stages of SA 

2.2.1 Figure 2.1 provides a summary of the key stages for the SA set out in the 
2013 DCLG guidance.   
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"
Figure 2.1:"SA stages presented in the DCLG guidance (DCLG 2013)"
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2.2.2 The Scoping Report is the main output of the first stages of the SA 
process (Stage A).  The Scoping Report was created in 2015 by Lepus 
Consulting.  The scoping stage identified the scope and level of detail of 
the information to be included in the SA.  It set out the context, 
objectives and approach of the assessment; established the baseline; and 
identified relevant environmental issues and objectives.   

2.2.3 This Options SA Report document represents Stage B in Figure 2.1.  The 
remaining stages will be covered in later reports. 

2.3 The Sustainability Appraisal Framework 

2.3.1 The 2015 Scoping Report contains the original SA Framework, which 
aimed to address the policies, baseline and issues identified within the 
report.  This SA Framework is considered to be comprehensive and 
considers all the SEA topics identified in Annex I (f) of the SEA Directive1.   

2.3.2 Table 2.1 presents a summary of the SA Objectives in the SA Framework.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
1 Biodiversity flora and fauna; Population; Human health; Soil; Water; Air; Climatic factors; Material assets; Cultural 
heritage (including architectural and archaeological heritage); and Landscape. 
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Table 2.1: Sustainability Appraisal Objectives 

Sustainability Appraisal Objectives 

1 Cultural heritage Protect, enhance and manage sites, features and areas of 
archaeological, historical and cultural heritage importance. 

2 Landscape 
To protect, enhance and manage the character and 
appearance of the landscape and townscape, maintaining and 
strengthening distinctiveness and its special qualities.  

3 Biodiversity To protect, enhance and manage biodiversity and 
geodiversity.  

4 Climate change: 
mitigation 

To minimise the District’s contribution to climate change.  

5 Climate change: 
adaptation 

Plan for the anticipated levels of climate change.  

6 
Natural resources 
(air quality, soil and 
minerals) 

Protect and conserve natural resources.  

7 Pollution Reduce air, soil and water pollution. 

8 Waste Reduce waste generation and disposal, and achieve the 
sustainable management of waste.  

9 Transport 
Improve the efficiency of transport networks by increasing the 
proportion of travel by sustainable modes and by promoting 
policies, which reduce the need to travel. 

10 Housing Provide affordable, environmentally sound and good quality 
housing for all.  

11 Health and well-
being 

Safeguard and improve community health, safety and well-
being.  

12 Economy 
Develop a dynamic, diverse and knowledge-based economy 
that excels in innovation with higher value, lower impact 
activities.  
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2.4 Approach to assessment 

2.4.1 The approach to assessment uses geographic information, the SA 
Framework and established standards (where available) to help make the 
assessment decisions transparent and robust.   

2.4.2 The scenarios for distribution of housing development presented in the 
draft VALP consultation document have been assessed against the SA 
Framework (see Appendix A).  The SA Framework is composed of 
objectives and decision-making criteria.  Acting as yardsticks of 
sustainability performance, the SA Objectives are designed to represent 
the topics identified in Annex 1(f)2 of the Directive.  Including the SEA 
topics in the SA objectives helps ensure that all of the environmental 
criteria of the SEA Directive are included.  Consequently, the 12 SA 
Objectives seek to reflect all subject areas to ensure the assessment 
process is transparent, robust and thorough. 

2.4.3 To expand on the central focus of each SA objective (as they are high-
level and potentially open-ended) the SA Framework includes a series of 
questions or ‘decision making criteria’ for use when applying the SA 
Framework to the assessment of proposed policies.   

2.4.4 The purpose of the SA objectives is to provide a way of ensuring that the 
proposed plan considers the needs of Aylesbury Vale in terms of their 
potential environmental and socio-economic effects.  

2.4.5 It should be noted that the ordering of the SA objectives does not infer 
any prioritisation. 

2.5 Appraisal process 

2.5.1 The appraisal process has used the SA Framework, the review of plans, 
programmes and policies and the baseline (including various mapped 
data sources), as presented in the SA Scoping Report, to assess each 
policy proposal.  Assessments have been undertaken using this empirical 
evidence and, to a lesser extent, expert judgement. 

2.5.2 The first stage of assessment involves answering each of the questions in 
the SA Framework in turn with a yes (+), no (-), uncertain (+/-) or 
negligible / no effect / not applicable (0).  The results of this indicate 
whether the scenario is likely to bring positive, negative or uncertain 
effects in relation to the SA Objectives.   

2.5.3 The second stage of assessment, considers the level of significance of the 
effects identified in the first stage (described above).  Leading from the 
likelihood of positive or negative effects, the assessment draws on criteria 
for determining the likely significance of effects referred to in Article 3(5) 
of the SEA Directive and presented in Annex II of the Directive (see  

"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
2 Annex 1(f) identifies: ‘the likely significant effects on the environment, including on issues such as biodiversity, 
population, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material assets, cultural heritage including 
architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the interrelationship between the above factors’. 
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2.5.4 Box 2.1).  The majority of identified positive or negative effects can be 
considered to be significant.  Any assessment rated as negligible is not 
considered to represent a significant effect.  The extent of significance is 
perhaps most helpfully expressed by orders of magnitude.  

2.5.5 At a strategic level it can be difficult to assess significant effects in the 
absence of widespread data.  Instead, orders of magnitude are used, 
based on geographic significance and impact magnitude.  Table 2.2 
illustrates such orders of magnitude for positive and negative effects.   

2.5.6 Each of the effects identified in the first stage of assessment are assigned 
a colour and corresponding symbol to reflect the level of significance of 
the effect and whether it is positive or negative.  Orders of magnitude are 
not assigned to uncertain effects.  At this second stage of assessment, a 
single value from Table 2.2 is allocated to each SA Objective.   

2.5.7 When selecting a single value to best represent the sustainability 
performance of the relevant SA Objective, the Precautionary Principle is 
used.  This is a worst-case scenario approach.  Values presented at the 
first stage of assessment (see the questions in the SA Framework) are 
used to determine whether the single value for the SA Objective is 
positive, negative, uncertain or neutral.   

2.5.8 If a positive effect is identified in relation to one question and a negative 
effect is identified in relation to another question within the same SA 
Objective, that objective will be given an overall negative value.  A 
negative score may not be recorded for the SA Objective overall, if it is 
considered to be of negligible magnitude.   

2.5.9 During the first stage of assessment, where an uncertain value has been 
recorded for a question, the second stage of assessment will consider the 
uncertainty in terms of the nature of the question and the assessor’s 
valuation in the context of the SA question and objective.  On this basis, it 
is possible that either positive or negative single value can be recorded.   

2.5.10 The results of this second stage of assessment are presented in Chapter 3 
of this report.  The results from Table 2.2 are presented in a single-line 
summary matrix and are accompanied by a commentary on identified 
effects.  The matrix is not a conclusive tool.  Its main function is to show 
visually whether or not the proposed options are likely to bring positive, 
adverse or uncertain effects in relation to the SA Objectives and the 
magnitude of these effects.  The commentary is then used to interpret 
the matrix findings.   
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Table 2.2: Guide to impact significance matrix 

 
Impact magnitude 

Adverse 
Neutral or 
negligible 

Positive 

Uncertain 

High Medium Low Low Medium High 

Geographic 
scale  
(Sensitivity) 

International 
/ National 
(High) 

Major 

--- 

Major 

--- 

Moderate 

-- 
0 

Moderate 

++ 

Major 

+++ 

Major 

+++ 
+/- 

Regional 
(Medium) 

Major 

--- 

Moderate 

-- 

Minor 

- 
0 

Minor 

+ 

Moderate 

++ 

Major 

+++ 
+/- 

Local  

(Low) 

Moderate 

-- 

Minor 

- 

Minor 

- 
0 

Minor 

+ 

Minor 

+ 

Moderate 

++ 
+/- 

"

2.5.11 Whilst the orders of magnitude are determined by impact magnitude and 
geographic significance or sensitivity, the determination of impact takes 
into consideration the characteristics of the resultant effect as presented 
in Box 2.1.  

2.5.12 As demonstrated in Table 2.2, significance is determined by the 
sensitivity or geographic scale of the receptor and the impact magnitude.  
The coloured boxes represent the level of significance of the predicted 
effect.  The text in each of these boxes describes the level of significance, 
whilst the plus (+) and minus (-) symbols, along with the colours, give a 
visual representation of this. 

2.5.13 Geographic scale relates primarily to the level of importance of the 
receptor, or the level at which it is designated, if applicable.  Geographic 
scale may also refer to the physical area of the receptor, or the part of 
the receptor likely to be affected.   

2.5.14 Impact magnitude relates to the degree of change the receptor will 
experience, including the probability, duration, frequency and reversibility 
of the effects (see Box 2.1).  The terms used in Table 2.2 are explained in 
more detail below. 

2.5.15 Limitations in terms of the level of detail and confidence of assessment 
are cited in the explanatory text; the worse case scenario has been 
assumed in accordance with the precautionary principle. 
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Box 2.1"Annex II of the SEA Directive  
 
Criteria for determining the likely significance of effects referred to in Article 3(5) of the 
SEA Directive 

1. The characteristics of plans and programmes, having regard, in particular, to 

•  the degree to which the plan or programme sets a framework for projects and other 
activities, either with regard to the location, nature, size and operating conditions or 
by allocating resources;  

• the degree to which the plan or programme influences other plans and programmes 
including those in a hierarchy;  

• the relevance of the plan or programme for the integration of environmental 
considerations in particular with a view to promoting sustainable development;  

• environmental problems relevant to the plan or programme;  

• the relevance of the plan or programme for the implementation of Community 
 legislation on the environment (e.g. plans and programmes linked to waste- 
management or water protection).  

Characteristics of the effects and of the area likely to be affected, having regard, in 
particular, to 

• the probability, duration, frequency and reversibility of the effects;  

• the cumulative nature of the effects;  

• the transboundary nature of the effects;  

• the risks to human health or the environment (e.g. due to accidents);  

• the magnitude and spatial extent of the effects (geographical area and size of the 
 population likely to be affected);  

• the value and vulnerability of the area likely to be affected due to:  

• special natural characteristics or cultural heritage;  

• exceeded environmental quality standards or limit values;  

• intensive land-use;  

• the effects on areas or landscapes, which have a recognised national, Community or 
international protection status.  

2.6 Geographic scale 

2.6.1 Impact assessment in the sustainability appraisal considers a range of 
geographic scales and sensitivities at which the impact and subsequent 
effects might be experienced.  A guide to the range of scales used in the 
impact significance matrix is presented in Table 2.3.  

Table 2.3: Geographic scales 

Sensitivity Typical criteria 

International / 
national 

The international level is aimed at designations that have an 
international aspect or consideration of transboundary effects 
beyond national boundaries.  This also applies to predicted 
effects at the national level or designations/receptors that have a 
national dimension. 
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Regional  
This includes the regional and sub-regional scale, including 
county-wide level, the HMA and regional areas such as the West 
Midlands. 

Local This is the district and neighbourhood scale. 

2.7 Impact magnitude 

2.7.1 Impacts are assessed by combining judgements about susceptibility to 
the type of change arising from the specific proposal with judgements 
about the value attached to the receptor.   

2.7.2 On a strategic basis, the appraisal considers the degree to which a 
location can accommodate change without detrimental effects on known 
receptors (identified in the baseline) and the degree to which individual 
receptors will be affected by the change.  This is determined by 
considering factors included in Annex II of the SEA Directive: 

1. Probability 
2. Duration; 
3. Frequency; and 
4. Reversibility. 

2.7.3 SA and SEA are concerned with likely significant effects.  As such, if an 
effect is considered improbable, it will not be considered in assessment.  
It is considered that most effects cannot be predicted with absolute 
certainty, as many impacts depend on design of development and may 
be subject to mitigation.   

Table 2.4: Impact magnitude" 

Magnitude of 
Effect 

Typical criteria 

High 

Likely total loss of or major alteration to the receptor in question.  

OR 

Provision of a new receptor / feature 

OR 

The impact is permanent and frequent. 

Medium 
 

Partial loss of / alteration / improvement to one or more key 
elements/features/ characteristics of the receptor in question. 

OR 

The impact is one of the following: 

Frequent and short-term 

Frequent and reversible 

Long-term (and frequent) and reversible 

Long-term and occasional 

Permanent and occasional 
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Low 
 

Minor loss / alteration / improvement to one or more key 
elements/features/ characteristics of the receptor in question. 

OR 

The impact is one of the following: 

Reversible and short-term 

Reversible and occasional 

Short-term and occasional"

2.8 Significance 

2.8.1 By combining the assessment of geographic scale and magnitude of 
impact it is possible to predict the significance of a proposal.  
Significance can be categorised as minor, moderate or major.  The nature 
of the effect can be either beneficial or adverse depending on the type of 
development and the design and mitigation measures proposed.  Table 
2.2 is a matrix for identifying significant environmental effects; it 
combines the criteria used to define impact magnitude with receptor 
sensitivity and geographic scale, in order to arrive at a judgement of the 
likely level of significance.  Terms used in the table are explained in Table 
2.5.   

Table 2.5: Guide to terms used in the significance matrix 

Significance Definition 

Major adverse The size, nature and location of a proposed scheme would: 

• permanently degrade, diminish or destroy the integrity of the 
receptor. 

• cause a very high quality receptor to be permanently changed 
 and its quality diminished. cannot be fully mitigated and may 
cumulatively amount to a severe adverse effect;  

• be at a considerable variance to the location, degrading the 
integrity  of the receptor;  

• will be substantially damaging to a high quality receptor such as 
a specific regional or national designation.    

Moderate adverse The size, nature and location of a proposed scheme would: 

• be out of scale with the location;  

• leave an adverse impact on a receptor of recognised quality such 
as a specific district or county designation.   

Minor adverse The size, nature and location of a proposed scheme would: 

• not quite fit into the existing location or with existing receptor 
qualities;  

• affect undesignated yet recognised receptor qualities at the 
neighbourhood scale.   
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Minor beneficial The size, nature and location of a proposed scheme would: 

• improve undesignated yet recognised receptor qualities at the 
neighbourhood scale; 

• fit into or with the existing location and existing receptor 
qualities;  

• enable the restoration of valued characteristic features partially 
lost  through other land uses.  

Moderate 
beneficial 

The size, nature and location of a proposed scheme would: 

• fit very well with the location;  

• improve one or more key elements/features/ characteristics of a 
receptor with recognised quality such as a specific district or 
county designation.   

Major beneficial The size, nature and location of a proposed scheme would: 

• enhance and redefine the location in a positive manner, making a 
contribution at a national or international scale. 

• enhance and redefine the location in a positive manner;  

• repair or restore receptors badly damaged or degraded through 
previous uses. 

• improve one or more key elements/features/ characteristics of a 
receptor with recognised quality such as a specific regional or 
national designation.   

2.9 Assumptions and limitations to assessment 

2.9.1 There are a number of limitations, which should be borne in mind when 
considering the results and conclusions of this assessment.  

2.9.2 Sustainability appraisal is a tool for predicting potential significant 
effects.  Prediction of effects is made using evidence based approach and 
incorporates a judgement.  

2.9.3 The strategic nature of the assessment identifies issues that could be 
improved and can therefore be used to guide the next iteration of the 
plan.  However due to the broad nature of the scenarios, the assessment 
does not go into great depth. 

2.9.4 The assessments are based on the best available information, including 
that provided to us by Aylesbury Vale District Council and information 
that is publicly available.  Every attempt has been made to predict effects 
as accurately as possible using the available information. 
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3 Appraisal Findings: Spatial 
Options A-I 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 The full details of site allocations are not known at this stage and many 
effects will depend on the detailed design and layout of development. 

3.1.2 Please note that the assessment below has been compiled using the 
precautionary principle and is based on the best available information.   

3.2 Sustainable Settlements – Options A, B, C 

3.2.1 These development options involve growth at strategic settlements, large 
villages and some smaller villages3.  

Option A, Sustainable Settlements with an extension to Milton Keynes/ Bletchley  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Cultural 
Heritage 

Landscape Biodiversity Climate 
Change mit  

Climate 
Change adp 

Natural 
Resources 

Pollution Waste Transport Housing Health & 
Wellbeing 

Economy 

-- -- +/- +/- 0 +/- -  +/- ++ ++ +/- + 

 

3.2.2 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.    

3.2.3 It is expected that Sustainable Settlements Option A will lead to at least 
some indirect damage to the historic and cultural features identified 
within the District.  This is because the features likely to be affected by 
development currently lie within a suburban or rural setting.  
Development of an urban extension next to, or incorporating, these 
features would alter their setting to one of a more built up area.  In a 
worst-case scenario, this could affect the features considered to be 
important at a national level, although this depends on the feature that is 
affected. This scenario is likely to affect the setting of historic features 
across the region, which may have an in-combination regional impact.  
Impact magnitude depends on the degree of change and the importance 
of setting to a particular feature, but is most likely to be medium if setting 
is affected, as this would represent loss of or alteration to one key 
characteristic of the receptor (SA Objective 1).  

"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
3 Aylesbury Vale District Council (2012) Settlement Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Plan Strategy  
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3.2.4 With regards to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the urban extension 
will alter the landscape, changing views from the edge of Milton 
Keynes/Bletchley. Whether or not the wider landscape character is 
affected is likely to depend on the location and design of development.  
Scale of change is predicted to be of no more than regional scale, at the 
larger settlement sites proposed.  

3.2.5 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  

3.2.6 Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location.  It is assumed that urban extensions will be built 
on greenfield land due to their large size and edge of town locations.  
Building on a large area of greenfield land is likely to lead to biodiversity 
declines and loss of roosting/nesting habitat or foraging habitat, such as 
trees, hedgerows or rough grassland.  Effects on biodiversity and 
geodiversity may be up to a national scale, if the Ashridge Commons 
SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, HAP habitats, BAP species and 
European protected species populations are impacted.  Development 
may also have adverse effects on Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local 
Nature Reserves (LNR).  However, once again, extent of impact is 
dependent on location of development (SA Objective 3). 

3.2.7 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. Surface water 
run-off management in the District is an important issue on all 
developments of any size. The impact on SA Objective 4 is uncertain as it 
is unknown whether the development will be within Flood Zone 1 or 2, or 
whether development will include the provision of Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an apparent need for SuDS to 
maximise source control measures in the District.  

3.2.8 This Option may reduce the ability of residents to access surrounding 
countryside and open space.  It is uncertain whether this will be 
compensated for, for example through the provision of Green space (SA 
Objectives 4 and 11).  

3.2.9 Urban extension is not expected to lead to a change in per capita carbon 
footprint.  Residents are unlikely to use their cars any more or less than at 
present (SA Objective 5). 

3.2.10 This scenario is not expected to lead to a change in resource 
consumption or waste generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the 
proportion of waste disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, 
as this largely depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated 
into development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  
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3.2.11 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. Sustainability depends on location of development, 
and whether Grade 3 land is 3a or 3b.  There are no mineral safeguarding 
areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there are recorded mineral deposits in 
the north and south of the District. Whether these are affected depends 
on the location of development.  Without further information regarding 
the location of development, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 
remains uncertain. 

3.2.12 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
Whilst the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, development may be near to 
an AQMA.  As most residents of any development are expected to own at 
least one vehicle, development could exacerbate the air quality issues in 
the area. The extent of impact on air pollution are uncertain as they 
depend on development location and size (SA Objective 7). 

3.2.13 The proposed urban extension of Milton Keynes/Bletchley and new 
sustainable settlements are likely to increase light pollution in areas that 
currently have no, or very little, artificial lighting, via streetlights and 
overspill from buildings.  This may be considered negligible in urban 
areas, however, as the area is already likely to be well lit by street lighting 
and overspill from existing buildings.  Noise is likely to increase due to 
additional people and traffic movements.  These pollution increases are 
likely for development at strategic settlements in addition to the urban 
extension.  However, impacts may be somewhat lessened for the urban 
extension as the area will be influenced by existing development on the 
town side.  Nevertheless a change in the immediate environment is 
expected.   

3.2.14 The 2009 Transport Strategy4 showed that in the District, 65% of all 
movements in the town rely on the car.  If this trend continues for 
residents of new development, pollution from transport emissions may 
increase.  The production of traffic congestion, however, will be 
dependent of the behavioural characteristics of new residents (including 
to what extent cars are relied upon). Overall, Option A is likely to have 
negative impacts with regard to pollution.  These are expected to be of 
medium magnitude but at a local scale (SA Objective 7). 

3.2.15 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes.. The proposed urban extension and new 
settlements may minimize the need to travel through contributing to 
these sustainable transport networks.  This is likely to have a positive 
regional effect of medium impact magnitude as it will be long-term and is 
reversible (SA Objective 9).  

"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
4 Buckinghamshire County Council (2009) Towards 2026 – A Transport Strategy for Aylesbury  
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3.2.16 Option A is likely to provide a mix of housing, including meeting the 
affordable housing need and housing for the elderly (SA Objective 10).  

3.2.17 With regard to health and wellbeing, development may increase demand 
on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to take a significant 
proportion of the Districts development, however there may be limits to 
how much growth can be sustainably accommodated for over the long 
term. Overall, this may have a negative effect on neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Neighbourhood satisfaction will be further determined by the 
design of the development. A poorly designed development in an area 
that is currently attractive and where residents have attractive views over 
the countryside, would be expected to decrease the satisfaction of 
existing residents with where they live.  

3.2.18 As Option A would in total deliver 29,000 homes, it is likely that services 
and facilities (education, health services) would be provided to serve the 
Option and possibly the wider community.  Residents are also predicted 
to be able to utilize existing facilities in the neighbouring urban area, 
however the capacity levels are unknown, and depend on proximity to 
the development area (SA Objective 11).  

3.2.19 The provision of facilities and services to serve the new development, and 
potentially the wider community, would support local economic growth.  
Settlements are likely to be within places where there is reasonably good 
access to jobs and services, contributing positively to the District’s 
economy.  Overall this is likely to be a local effect at a low magnitude due 
to the minor improvement that is likely to be will be brought to the areas 
economy (SA Objective 12).   

Option B, Sustainable Settlements with one or more new settlements  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Cultural 
Heritage 

Landscape Biodiversity Climate 
Change mit  

Climate 
Change adp 

Natural 
Resources 

Pollution Waste Transport Housing Health & 
Wellbeing 

Economy 

-- -- +/- +/- 0 +/- - +/- ++ ++ +/- + 

 

3.2.20 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.    
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3.2.21 It is expected that Option B will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by development currently lie 
within a suburban or rural setting.  Development of a new settlement and 
growth at existing settlements next to, or incorporating, these features 
would alter their setting to one of a more built up area.  In a worst-case 
scenario, this could affect the features considered to be important at a 
national level, although this depends on the feature that is affected. This 
scenario is likely to affect the setting of historic features across the 
region, which may have an in-combination regional impact.  Impact 
magnitude depends on the degree of change and the importance of 
setting to a particular feature, but is most likely to be medium if setting is 
affected, as this would represent loss of or alteration to one key 
characteristic of the receptor (SA Objective 1). 

3.2.22 With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the development of a 
new settlement may alter the landscape. Views may be changed 
depending on development location, and extent of strategic settlement 
growth.  Whether or not the wider landscape character is affected will 
also depend on the location and design of development.  Scale of change 
is predicted to be of no more than regional scale, possibly at the larger 
settlement sites proposed.  

3.2.23 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  

3.2.24 Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location.  If this Option results in developing urban Green 
space, it is likely to lead to loss of potentially important habitat  and loss 
of Green Infrastructure (GI). Further habitat loss could be seen if 
development was to take place on areas of greenfield land.  This could 
extend to biodiversity declines and loss of roosting/nesting habitat or 
foraging habitat, such as trees, hedgerows or rough grassland.  Effects on 
biodiversity and geodiversity may be up to a national scale, if the 
Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, HAP habitats, BAP 
species and European protected species populations are impacted.  
Development may also have adverse effects on Local Wildlife Sites 
(LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  However, once again, extent of 
impact is dependent on location of development (SA Objective 3). 

3.2.25 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. Surface water 
run-off management in the District is an important issue on all 
developments of any size. The impact on SA Objective 4 is uncertain as it 
is unknown whether the development will be within Flood Zone 1 or 2, or 
whether development will include the provision of Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an apparent need for SuDS to 
maximise source control measures in the District.  
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3.2.26 This Option may reduce the ability of residents to access surrounding 
countryside and open space.  It is uncertain whether this will be 
compensated for, for example through the provision of Green space (SA 
Objectives 4 and 11).  

3.2.27 Growth at strategic settlements, and the new development proposed, is 
not expected to lead to a change in per capita carbon footprint.  
Residents are unlikely to use their cars any more or less than at present 
(SA Objective 5). 

3.2.28 The Option B scenario is not expected to lead to a change in resource 
consumption or waste generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the 
proportion of waste disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, 
as this largely depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated 
into development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  

3.2.29 The District consists mainly of Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it 
is not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. Sustainability depends on location of development, 
and whether Grade 3 land is 3a or 3b.  There are no mineral safeguarding 
areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there are recorded mineral deposits in 
the north and south of the District. Whether these are affected depends 
on the location of development.  Without further information regarding 
the location of development, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 
remains uncertain. 

3.2.30 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
Whilst the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, new development, both at a 
new location and expanding strategic settlements, may be near to an 
AQMA.  As most residents of any development are expected to own at 
least one vehicle, development could exacerbate the air quality issues in 
the area. The extent of impact on air pollution are uncertain as they 
depend on development location and size (SA Objective 7). 

3.2.31 The new development proposed is likely to increase light pollution, if in 
an area that currently have no, or very little, artificial lighting, via 
streetlights and overspill from buildings.  Noise is likely to increase due to 
additional people and traffic movements.  These pollution increases are 
likely for development at strategic settlements in addition to the new 
settlement itself.  
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3.2.32 The 2009 Transport Strategy5 showed that in the District, 65% of all 
movements in the town rely on the car.  If this trend continues for 
residents of new development, pollution from transport emissions may 
increase.  The production of traffic congestion, however, will be 
dependent of the behavioural characteristics of new residents (including 
to what extent cars are relied upon). Overall, Option B is likely to have 
negative impacts with regard to pollution.  These are expected to be of 
medium magnitude but at a local scale (SA Objective 7). 

3.2.33 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes.  The proposed growth at strategic settlements 
and the new settlement may minimize the need to travel through 
contributing to these sustainable transport networks.  This is likely to 
have a positive regional effect of medium impact magnitude as it will be 
long-term and is reversible (SA Objective 9).  

3.2.34 Option B is likely to provide a mix of housing, including meeting the 
affordable housing need and housing for the elderly (SA Objective 10).  

3.2.35 With regard to health and wellbeing, development may increase demand 
on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to take a significant 
proportion of the Districts development, however there may be limits to 
how much growth can sustainably accommodated for over the long term. 
Overall, this may have a negative effect on neighbourhood satisfaction. 
Neighbourhood satisfaction will be further determined by the design of 
the development. A poorly designed development in an area that is 
currently attractive and where residents have attractive views over the 
countryside, would be expected to decrease the satisfaction of existing 
residents with where they live.  

3.2.36 As Option B would in total deliver 29,100 homes, it is likely that services 
and facilities (education, health services) would be provided to serve the 
Option and possibly the wider community.  Residents are also predicted 
to be able to utilize existing facilities in the neighbouring urban area, 
however the capacity levels are unknown, and depend on proximity to 
the development area (SA Objective 11).  

3.2.37 The provision of facilities and services to serve the new development 
within Option B, and potentially the wider community, would support 
local economic growth.  Settlements are likely to be within places where 
there is reasonably good access to jobs and services, contributing 
positively to the District’s economy.  Overall this is likely to be a local 
effect at a low magnitude due to the minor improvement that is likely to 
be will be brought to the areas economy (SA Objective 12).   

 

"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
5 Buckinghamshire County Council (2009) Towards 2026 – A Transport Strategy for Aylesbury  
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Option C, Sustainable Settlements with an extension to Milton Keynes/Bletchley and new 
settlement  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Cultural 
Heritage 

Landscape Biodiversity Climate 
Change mit  

Climate 
Change adp 

Natural 
Resources 

Pollution Waste Transport Housing Health & 
Wellbeing 

Economy 

-- -- +/- +/- 0 +/- - +/- ++ ++ +/- + 

3.2.38 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the location of the new developments within Option C.    

3.2.39 It is expected that Option C will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by the development proposals 
currently lie within a suburban or rural setting.  Large-scale development 
next to, or incorporating, these features would alter their setting to one of 
a more built up area.  In a worst-case scenario, this could affect the 
features considered to be important at a national level, although this 
depends on the feature that is affected. This scenario is likely to affect the 
setting of historic features across the region, which may have an in-
combination regional impact.  Impact magnitude depends on the degree 
of change and the importance of setting to a particular feature, but is 
most likely to be medium if setting is affected, as this would represent 
loss of or alteration to one key characteristic of the receptor (SA 
Objective 1). 

3.2.40 With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the urban extension 
development will alter the landscape, changing views from the edge of 
Milton Keynes/Bletchley. Depending on the location of the new 
settlement and extent of strategic settlement growth, there may also be 
landscape change within Aylesbury Vale.  Whether or not the wider 
landscape character is affected is also likely to depend on the location of 
development, and its design.  Scale of change is predicted to be of no 
more than regional scale, possibly at the larger development sites 
proposed.  

3.2.41 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  
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3.2.42 Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development locations.  It is assumed that the urban extension part of 
Option C will be built on greenfield land due to urban extensions typically 
being large in size with an edge of town location.  Building on a large area 
of greenfield land is likely to lead to biodiversity declines and loss of 
roosting/nesting habitat or foraging habitat, such as trees, hedgerows or 
rough grassland. As it is uncertain where the new settlement is to be 
developed, the extent of impact from this part of the Option is also 
unknown. If urban Green space is developed, this may lead to a loss of 
potentially important habitat and GI.  Further loss of habitat could be 
seen if development was to take place on greenfield land. This could 
extend to biodiversity declines and loss of roosting/nesting habitat or 
foraging habitat.   Effects on biodiversity and geodiversity may be up to a 
national scale, if the Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, 
HAP habitats, BAP species and European protected species populations 
are impacted.  Development may also have adverse effects on Local 
Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  However, once 
again, extent of impact is dependent on location of development (SA 
Objective 3). 

3.2.43 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. Surface water 
run-off management in the District is an important issue on all 
developments of any size. The impact on SA Objective 4 is uncertain as it 
is unknown whether the developments proposed within Option C will be 
within Flood Zone 1 or 2, or whether they are to  include the provision of 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an apparent need 
for SuDS to maximise source control measures in the District.  

3.2.44 This Option may reduce the ability of residents to access surrounding 
countryside and open space.  It is uncertain whether this will be 
compensated for, for example through the provision of Green space (SA 
Objectives 4 and 11).  

3.2.45 Sustainable settlement Option C is not expected to lead to a change in 
per capita carbon footprint.  Residents are unlikely to use their cars any 
more or less than at present (SA Objective 5). 

3.2.46 Option C is not predicted to lead to a change in resource consumption or 
waste generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the proportion of 
waste disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, as this largely 
depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated into 
developments (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  
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3.2.47 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. Sustainability depends on location of the 
developments, and whether Grade 3 land is 3a or 3b.  There are no 
mineral safeguarding areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there are 
recorded mineral deposits in the north and south of the District. Whether 
these are affected depends on the location of the developments.  
Without further information, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 
remains uncertain. 

3.2.48 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
Whilst the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, development may be near to 
an AQMA.  As most residents of any development are expected to own at 
least one vehicle, the proposed developments could exacerbate the air 
quality issues in the area. The extent of impact on air pollution are 
uncertain as the size and location of development the developments 
remain unspecified (SA Objective 7). 

3.2.49 Light pollution is likely to increase as a result of development proposed 
within Option C. This is likely to have particular effect in areas that 
currently have no, or very little, artificial lighting, via streetlights and 
overspill from buildings. Noise is likely to increase due to additional 
people and traffic movements, as a result of urban extension, new 
settlement, and growth at strategic settlements.  However, impacts may 
be somewhat lessened for the urban extension as the area will be 
influenced by existing development on the town side.  Nevertheless a 
change in the immediate environment is expected.   

3.2.50 The 2009 Transport Strategy6 showed that in the District, 65% of all 
movements in the town rely on the car.  If this trend continues for 
residents of new development Option C, pollution from transport 
emissions may increase.  The production of traffic congestion, however, 
will be dependent of the behavioural characteristics of new residents 
(including to what extent cars are relied upon). Overall, Option C is likely 
to have negative impacts with regard to pollution.  These are expected to 
be of medium magnitude but at a local scale (SA Objective 7). 

3.2.51 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes. The proposed urban extension and new 
settlements may minimize the need to travel through contributing to 
these sustainable transport networks.  This is likely to have a positive 
regional effect of medium impact magnitude as it will be long-term and is 
reversible (SA Objective 9).  

"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
6 Buckinghamshire County Council (2009) Towards 2026 – A Transport Strategy for Aylesbury  
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3.2.52 Option C is likely to provide a mix of housing, delivering over the 
estimated requirement. Overall Option C will meet both the affordable 
housing need and provide sufficient housing for the elderly (SA Objective 
10).  

3.2.53 With regard to health and wellbeing, all new development proposed is 
likely to increase demand on existing facilities.  Aylesbury would continue 
to take a significant proportion of the Districts development (however 
this is less than under Option B or A) and there may be limits to how 
much growth the District can sustainably accommodate over the long 
term. This could have a negative effect on neighbourhood satisfaction. 
Neighbourhood satisfaction will be further determined by the design of 
the developments. A poorly designed development in an area that is 
currently attractive and where residents have attractive views over the 
countryside, would be expected to decrease the satisfaction of existing 
residents with where they live.  

3.2.54 Option C would in total deliver 33,000 homes, exceeding the estimated 
requirement for the District.  This offers scope for flexibility, and therefore 
it is likely that services and facilities (education, health services) would be 
provided to serve the Option and possibly the wider community.  
Residents are also predicted to be able to utilize existing facilities in the 
neighbouring urban area, however the capacity levels are unknown, and 
depend on proximity to the development area (SA Objective 11).  

3.2.55 The provision of facilities and services to serve the new development, and 
potentially the wider community, would support local economic growth.  
Settlements are likely to be within places where there is reasonably good 
access to jobs and services, contributing positively to the District’s 
economy.  Overall this is likely to be a local effect at a medium magnitude 
due to the long-term improvement that will be brought to the areas 
economy (SA Objective 12). 

3.3  Sustainable Settlements – Intensification 

3.3.1 These Options involve raising the average density of development by 
20% compared to Options A, B & C.   

Option D, Sustainable Settlements: Intensification with an extension to Milton 
Keynes/Bletchley 
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3.3.2 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.  

3.3.3 It is expected that Option D will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by development currently lie 
within a suburban or rural setting.  Intensification places greater pressure 
on these features, and it is likely that development would alter their 
setting to one of a more built up area.  In a worst-case scenario, this 
could affect the features considered to be important at a national level, 
although this depends on the feature that is affected. This scenario is 
likely to affect the setting of historic features across the region, which 
may have an in-combination regional impact.  Impact magnitude depends 
on the degree of change and the importance of setting to a particular 
feature, but is most likely to be medium if setting is affected, as this 
would represent loss of or alteration to one key characteristic of the 
receptor (SA Objective 1). 

3.3.4 The intensive nature of this development Option is likely to have an effect 
on the setting of the landscape, and therefore careful planning and 
design is needed. With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the 
urban extension development will alter the landscape, changing views 
from the edge of Milton Keynes/Bletchley. Whether or not the wider 
landscape character is affected is likely to depend on the location and 
design of the development within this Option.  Scale of change is 
predicted to be of no more than regional scale, possibly at the denser 
developments if local context is not sufficiently addressed.  

3.3.5 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  

3.3.6 Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location.  It is assumed that urban extensions will be built 
on greenfield land due to their large size and edge of town locations.  
Building on a large area of greenfield land is likely to lead to biodiversity 
declines and loss of roosting/nesting habitat or foraging habitat, such as 
trees, hedgerows or rough grassland. If intensification results in 
developing urban Green space, it is likely to lead to a loss of potentially 
important habitat in the urban area and loss of GI.   Effects on 
biodiversity and geodiversity may be up to a national scale, if the 
Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, HAP habitats, BAP 
species and European protected species populations are impacted.   
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3.3.7 Development may also have adverse effects on Local Wildlife Sites 
(LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR). Even if not directly affected, 
increasing housing near to these features could result in recreational 
pressure within the area, which could degrade the value of the site.  
However, once again, extent of impact is dependent on location of 
development (SA Objective 3). 

3.3.8 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. Surface water 
run-off management in the District is an important issue on all 
developments of any size. The impact on SA Objective 4 is uncertain as it 
is unknown whether the development will be within Flood Zone 1 or 2, or 
whether development will include the provision of Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an apparent need for SuDS to 
maximise source control measures in the District.  

3.3.9 This Option may reduce the ability of residents to access surrounding 
countryside and open space. Intensification is likely to restrict public 
green space, either by developing Green space directly for housing, or 
because new housing at higher densities will have less opportunity to 
incorporate it. It is uncertain whether any Green space is to be provided 
by an urban extension.  A net removal of Green space is likely to reduce 
public access to public green and open space.  Loss of Green space to 
development is considered permanent but local, resulting in a medium 
impact magnitude (SA Objectives 4 and 11).  

3.3.10 Intensification is expected to reduce the carbon footprint per capita, as 
development in existing urban areas is more likely to be within walking 
distance of key facilities and amenities and have access to public 
transport links.  Overall this effect is expected to be of a local scale with 
low impact magnitude (SA Objective 5). 

3.3.11 This scenario is not expected to lead to a change in resource 
consumption or waste generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the 
proportion of waste disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, 
as this largely depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated 
into development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  

3.3.12 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. It is predicted that intensification will have a generally 
positive effect with regard to SA Objective 6, making the most efficient 
use of land and minimising the amount of greenfield land needed for new 
development.  However, overall, sustainability depends on location of the 
developments proposed within Option D, and whether Grade 3 land is 3a 
or 3b.   
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3.3.13 There are no mineral safeguarding areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there 
are recorded mineral deposits in the north and south of the District. 
Whether these are affected depends on development location. Without 
further information, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 remains 
uncertain. 

3.3.14 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
Whilst the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, development may be near to 
an AQMA.  Increasing the density of dwellings is likely to increase the 
number of cars on the road, as most households are expected to own at 
least one vehicle.  Development could exacerbate the air quality issues in 
the area, particularly through the intensification scenario. The extent of 
impact on air pollution is uncertain, as it will depend on location and size 
of the developments proposed within Option D (SA Objective 7). 

3.3.15 This Option is likely to increase light pollution in areas that currently have 
no, or very little, artificial lighting, via streetlights and overspill from 
buildings. This may be considered negligible in urban areas, however, as 
the area is already likely to be well lit by street lighting and overspill from 
existing buildings.  Noise is likely to increase due to additional people and 
traffic movements, particularly as a result of the raised average housing 
density.  These pollution increases are likely for the urban extension as 
well as the intensive development at strategic settlements. However, 
impacts may be somewhat lessened for the urban extension as the area 
will be influenced by existing development on the town side.  
Nevertheless a change in the immediate environment is expected.   

3.3.16 Intensification may result in homes being within walking distance of key 
facilities, amenities, and have public transport links (SA Objectives 7 and 
9).  Travel by sustainable modes of transport could reduce the per capita 
consumption of fuel when compared to travelling by car.   Overall, the 
impacts with regard to pollution are uncertain for Option D. Impact is 
dependent on development location, design and attention to the local 
context (SA Objective 7). 

3.3.17 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes. The proposed urban extension and raised 
density strategic settlements may minimize the need to travel through 
contributing to these sustainable transport networks. Increasing the 
density of development is likely to make transport to key services more 
viable.  This is likely to have a positive regional effect of medium impact 
magnitude as it will be long-term and is reversible (SA Objective 9).  

3.3.18 Option D is able to deliver the housing requirement, providing a mix of 
housing and sufficient housing for the elderly. This Option is also able to 
offer some flexibility for distributing growth across the district (SA 
Objective 10).  
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3.3.19 With regard to health and wellbeing, development Option D may increase 
demand on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to take a 
significant proportion of the Districts development, however there may 
be limits to how much growth can sustainably accommodated for over 
the long term. Overall, this may have a negative effect on neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Neighbourhood satisfaction will be further determined by the 
development design. A poorly designed development in an area that is 
currently attractive and where residents have attractive views over the 
countryside, would be expected to decrease the satisfaction of existing 
residents with where they live. This includes loss of GI as a result of 
intensification of land use, limiting accessibility of residents to open 
space.  

3.3.20 As Option D would in total deliver 31,900 homes, services and facilities 
(education, health services) may be provided to serve the Option and 
possibly the wider community. Alternatively, developing near existing 
facilities will allow residents to utilize these, and other services. However 
the capacity levels are unknown, and depend on proximity to the 
development area (SA Objective 11).  

3.3.21 The provision of facilities and services to serve the new development, and 
potentially the wider community, would support local economic growth.  
Increasing the density of developments where there is reasonably good 
access to jobs, transport, services and facilities, is predicted to contribute 
positively to the District’s economy.  Overall this is likely to be a local 
effect at a low magnitude due to the minor improvement that is likely to 
be will be brought to the areas economy (SA Objective 12).   

Option E, Sustainable Settlements: Intensification with one or more new settlements  
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3.3.22 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.  
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3.3.23 It is expected that Option E will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by development currently lie 
within a suburban or rural setting.  Intensification places greater pressure 
on these features, and it is likely that development would alter their 
setting to one of a more built up area.  In a worst-case scenario, this 
could affect the features considered to be important at a national level, 
although this depends on the feature that is affected. This scenario is 
likely to affect the setting of historic features across the region, which 
may have an in-combination regional impact.  Impact magnitude depends 
on the degree of change and the importance of setting to a particular 
feature, but is most likely to be medium if setting is affected, as this 
would represent loss of or alteration to one key characteristic of the 
receptor (SA Objective 1). 

3.3.24 The intensive nature of this development Option is likely to have an effect 
on the setting of the landscape, and therefore careful planning and 
design is needed. With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the 
development of a new settlement may alter the landscape, again 
depending on the settlement location and design. Scale of change is 
predicted to be of no more than regional scale, possibly at the denser 
developments if local context is not sufficiently addressed.  

3.3.25 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District.  Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  

3.3.26 Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location. If intensification or the provision of a new 
settlement results in developing urban Green space, it is likely to lead to a 
loss of potentially important habitat in the urban area and loss of GI.  
Whilst intensification is likely to promote more efficient use of land, 
further habitat loss could be seen if the new settlement proposed 
extended onto greenfield land. This may include loss of roosting/nesting 
habitat or foraging habitat, such as trees, hedgerows or rough grassland.  
Effects on biodiversity and geodiversity may be up to a national scale, if 
the Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, HAP habitats, 
BAP species and European protected species populations are impacted.   

3.3.27 Development may also have adverse effects on Local Wildlife Sites 
(LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR). Even if not directly affected, 
increasing housing density near to these features could result in 
recreational pressure within the area, which could degrade the value of 
the site. However, once again, extent of impact is dependent on location 
of development (SA Objective 3). 
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3.3.28 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. Surface water 
run-off management in the District is an important issue on all 
developments of any size. The impact on SA Objective 4 is uncertain as it 
is unknown whether the development will be within Flood Zone 1 or 2, or 
whether development will include the provision of Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an apparent need for SuDS to 
maximise source control measures in the District.  

3.3.29 This Option may reduce the ability of residents to access surrounding 
countryside and open space. Intensification is likely to restrict public 
green space, either by developing Green space directly for housing, or 
because new housing at higher densities will have less opportunity to 
incorporate it. It is uncertain whether any Green space is to be provided 
by a new development.  A net removal of Green space is likely to reduce 
public access to public green and open space.  Loss of Green space to 
development is considered permanent but local, resulting in a medium 
impact magnitude (SA Objectives 4 and 11).  

3.3.30 Intensification is expected to reduce the carbon footprint per capita, as 
development in existing urban areas is more likely to be within walking 
distance of key facilities and amenities and have access to public 
transport links. Overall this effect is expected to be of a local scale with 
low impact magnitude (SA Objective 5). 

3.3.31 This scenario is not expected to lead to a change in resource 
consumption or waste generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the 
proportion of waste disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, 
as this largely depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated 
into development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  

3.3.32 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. It is predicted that intensification will have a generally 
positive effect with regard to SA Objective 6, making the most efficient 
use of land and minimising the amount of greenfield land needed for new 
development.  However, overall, sustainability depends on location of the 
developments proposed within Option D, and whether Grade 3 land is 3a 
or 3b.   

3.3.33 There are no mineral safeguarding areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there 
are recorded mineral deposits in the north and south of the District. 
Whether these are affected depends on development location. Without 
further information, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 remains 
uncertain. 
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3.3.34 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
Whilst the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, development may be near to 
an AQMA.  Increasing the density of dwellings is likely to increase the 
number of cars on the road, as most households are expected to own at 
least one vehicle.  Development could exacerbate the air quality issues in 
the area, particularly through the intensification scenario. The extent of 
impact on air pollution is uncertain, as it will depend on location and size 
of the developments proposed within Option E (SA Objective 7). 

3.3.35 This Option is likely to increase light pollution in areas that currently have 
no, or very little, artificial lighting, via streetlights and overspill from 
buildings. This may be considered negligible in urban areas, however, as 
the area is already likely to be well lit by street lighting and overspill from 
existing buildings.  Noise is likely to increase due to additional people and 
traffic movements, particularly as a result of the raised average housing 
density. Nevertheless a change in the immediate environment is 
expected.   

3.3.36 Intensification may result in homes being within walking distance of key 
facilities, amenities, and have public transport links (SA Objectives 7 and 
9).  Travel by sustainable modes of transport could reduce the per capita 
consumption of fuel when compared to travelling by car.   Overall, the 
impacts with regard to pollution are uncertain for Option D. Impact is 
dependent on development location, design and attention to the local 
context (SA Objective 7). 

3.3.37 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through being both 
a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by providing 
regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an hour, 
Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, Oxford 
and Milton Keynes. The proposed intensification and new settlement(s) 
may minimize the need to travel through contributing to these 
sustainable transport networks. Increasing the density of development is 
likely to make transport to key services more viable.  This is predicted to 
have a positive regional effect of medium impact magnitude as it will be 
long-term and is reversible (SA Objective 9).  

3.3.38 Option E is able to deliver the housing requirement, providing a mix of 
housing and sufficient housing for the elderly. This Option is also able to 
offer some flexibility for distributing growth across the district (SA 
Objective 10).  
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3.3.39 With regard to health and wellbeing, development Option E may increase 
demand on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to take a 
significant proportion of the Districts development; however there may 
be limits to how much growth can sustainably be accommodated for over 
the long term.  Overall, this may have a negative effect on neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Neighbourhood satisfaction will be further determined by the 
development design.  A poorly designed development in an area that is 
currently attractive and where residents have attractive views over the 
countryside, would be expected to decrease the satisfaction of existing 
residents with where they live. This includes loss of GI as a result of 
intensification of land use, limiting accessibility of residents to open 
space.  

3.3.40 As Option E would in total deliver 31,600 homes, it is likely that services 
and facilities (education, health services) would be provided to serve the 
Option and possibly the wider community. Alternatively, developing near 
existing facilities will allow residents to utilize these, and other services. 
However the capacity levels are unknown, and depend on proximity to 
the development area (SA Objective 11).  

3.3.41 The provision of facilities and services to serve the new development, and 
potentially the wider community, would support local economic growth.  
Increasing the density of developments where there is reasonably good 
access to jobs, transport, services and facilities, is predicted to contribute 
positively to the District’s economy.  Overall this is likely to be a local 
effect at a low magnitude due to the minor improvement that is likely to 
be will be brought to the areas economy (SA Objective 12).   

3.4 Dispersed Approach 

3.4.1 These Options aim to distribute development more evenly across the 
District.  Under Options F, G, H and I, there would be less housing growth 
in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas compared with other options and 
more in Northern and Southern Vale. 

Option F, Dispersed Approach: growth at all settlements and other suitable locations 
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3.4.2 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.    
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3.4.3 It is expected that Option F will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by development currently lie 
within a suburban or rural setting.  Growth at settlements and other 
locations next to, or incorporating, these features would alter their setting 
to one of a more built up area.  In a worst-case scenario, this could affect 
the features considered to be important at a national level, although this 
depends on the feature that is affected. This scenario is likely to affect the 
setting of historic features across the region, which may have an in-
combination regional impact.  Impact magnitude depends on the degree 
of change and the importance of setting to a particular feature, but is 
most likely to be medium if setting is affected, as this would represent 
loss of or alteration to one key characteristic of the receptor (SA 
Objective 1). 

3.4.4 With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the proposed 
settlement growth may alter the landscape. Views may be changed 
depending on development location, design and distribution.  Option F 
incorporates a more even distribution of development across the District, 
which could have adverse impacts on the landscape.  The extent of the 
impact on landscape character will also depend on isolation of sites.  

3.4.5 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  

3.4.6 This Option looks to disperse development across the district, possibly 
having an effect on habitat creation, habitat fragmentation, and 
connectivity and biodiversity enhancement.  If the development caused 
loss of hedgerows this would lead to habitat fragmentation, but 
incorporation and enhancement of existing features could lead to habitat 
creation and connectivity. For example creating a network of green 
spaces linking the urban habitats with the open countryside through the 
development.  

3.4.7 Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location. Effects on biodiversity and geodiversity may be up 
to a national scale, if the Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods 
SAC, HAP habitats, BAP species and European protected species 
populations are impacted.  Development may also have adverse effects 
on Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  
However, once again, extent of impact is dependent on location of 
development.  Overall, impacts on SA Objective 3 are uncertain at this 
stage. 
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3.4.8 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. This Option sees 
less housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas compared 
with other options.  Surface water run-off management in the District is 
an important issue on all developments of any size. The impact on SA 
Objective 4 is uncertain as it is unknown whether development will be 
distributed across Flood Zone 1 or 2, or whether development will include 
the provision of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an 
apparent need for SuDS to maximise source control measures in the 
District.  

3.4.9 It is uncertain whether any Green space will be provided through 
development Option G. The even distribution of development across the 
district may result in improved access to public green and open spaces, 
however this is dependant on development location and design. This is 
also the case for the proposed urban extension (SA Objectives 4 and 11).  

3.4.10 Dispersed growth is likely to lead to a change in per capita carbon 
footprint.  Depending on location of the new homes, development may 
be in isolation, with lack of access to services and jobs, resulting in 
reliance on car. More journeys are predicted to be made by car should the 
new homes be provided in areas will poor connection to public transport 
networks. These impacts are expected to be of medium magnitude but at 
a local scale (SA Objective 5). 

3.4.11 The Option F scenario is not expected to lead to a change in waste 
generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the proportion of waste 
disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, as this largely 
depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated into 
development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  

3.4.12 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. Sustainability depends on location of development, 
and whether Grade 3 land is 3a or 3b.  There are no mineral safeguarding 
areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there are recorded mineral deposits in 
the north and south of the District. Whether these are affected depends 
on the location of development.  Without further information regarding 
the location of development, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 
remains uncertain. 

3.4.13 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
As the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, Option F is not predicted to have 
an adverse effect.  The dispersed approach looks to deliver development 
outside of the urban areas, with more housing growth in Northern and 
Southern Vale. However, as most residents of any development are 
expected to own at least one vehicle, development could exacerbate the 
air quality issues in the area. The extent of impact on air pollution is 
uncertain as it will depend on development location and size (SA 
Objective 7). 
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3.4.14 This Option is likely to increase light pollution, if in an area that currently 
have no, or very little, artificial lighting, via streetlights and overspill from 
buildings.  Noise is likely to increase due to additional people and traffic 
movements. This impact is likely to be greatest at isolated development 
areas.  Overall, Option F is likely to have negative impacts with regard to 
pollution.  These are expected to be of medium magnitude but at a local 
scale (SA Objective 7). 

3.4.15 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes. Development Option F is unlikely to 
contribute to the sustainable transport methods throughout the district.  
Development may be in areas with poor services and public transport, 
encouraging car use. This is likely to have a negative regional effect of 
medium impact magnitude as it will be long-term and reversible (SA 
Objective 9).  

3.4.16 Option F is likely to provide a mix of housing, however it is unconfirmed 
whether this option could meet the housing requirement (SA Objective 
10).  

3.4.17 With regard to health and wellbeing, depending on location, development 
may increase demand on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to 
take a significant proportion of the Districts development, however there 
would be less housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas 
compared with other options. Flexibility is offered within this Option to 
consider housing growth away from existing settlements.  
Neighbourhood satisfaction may be affected by the design of the 
development. A poorly designed development in an area that is currently 
attractive and where residents have attractive views over the 
countryside, would be expected to decrease the satisfaction of existing 
residents with where they live.  

3.4.18 Provision of infrastructure and services needed to support new 
development is likely to be more difficult and expensive under Option F 
as development will be dispersed around the district. Residents are 
predicted to utilize existing facilities in the neighbouring urban area, 
however the capacity levels are unknown, and depend on proximity to 
the development area (SA Objective 11).  

3.4.19 Under Option F, the location of new homes may lack access to services 
and jobs, particularly to those without access to a car. Residents may be 
able to take advantage of existing services and amenities that serve 
current residents, although the capacity and quality of these is unknown.  
Option F is likely to have a local positive effect on SA Objective 12, at a 
low magnitude (SA Objective 12).   
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Option G, Dispersed approach with an extension to Milton Keynes/Bletchley 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Cultural 
Heritage 

Landscape Biodiversity Climate 
Change mit  

Climate 
Change adp 

Natural 
Resources 

Pollution Waste Transport Housing Health & 
Wellbeing 

Economy 

- -- +/- +/- +/- +/- - +/-  +/- + +/- + 

3.4.20 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.    

3.4.21 It is expected that Option G will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by development currently lie 
within a suburban or rural setting.  Growth at settlements and other 
locations next to, or incorporating, these features would alter their setting 
to one of a more built up area.  In a worst-case scenario, this could affect 
the features considered to be important at a national level, although this 
depends on the feature that is affected. This scenario is likely to affect the 
setting of historic features across the region, which may have an in-
combination regional impact.  Impact magnitude depends on the degree 
of change and the importance of setting to a particular feature, but is 
most likely to be medium if setting is affected, as this would represent 
loss of or alteration to one key characteristic of the receptor (SA 
Objective 1). 

3.4.22 With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the proposed 
settlement growth may alter the landscape. Views may be changed, 
particularly from the edge of Milton Keynes/Bletchley, depending on 
development location, design and distribution.  Option G incorporates a 
more even distribution of development across the District, which could 
have adverse impacts on the landscape.  The extent of the impact on 
landscape character will also depend on isolation of sites.  

3.4.23 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  
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3.4.24 This Option looks to disperse development across the district, possibly 
having an effect on habitat creation, habitat fragmentation, and 
connectivity and biodiversity enhancement.  If the development caused 
loss of hedgerows this would lead to habitat fragmentation, but 
incorporation and enhancement of existing features could lead to habitat 
creation and connectivity. For example creating a network of green 
spaces linking the urban habitats with the open countryside through the 
development.  

3.4.25 It is assumed that urban extensions will be built on greenfield land due to 
their large size and edge or town locations. Building on large areas of 
land is likely to lead to biodiversity declines and loss of roosting/nesting 
habitat or foraging habitat, such as trees, hedgerows, or rough grassland.  
Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location. Effects on biodiversity and geodiversity may be up 
to a national scale, if the Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods 
SAC, HAP habitats, BAP species and European protected species 
populations are impacted.  Development may also have adverse effects 
on Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  
However, once again, extent of impact is dependent on location of 
development.  Overall, impacts on SA Objective 3 are uncertain at this 
stage. 

3.4.26 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. This Option sees 
less housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas compared 
with other options.  Surface water run-off management in the District is 
an important issue on all developments of any size. The impact on SA 
Objective 4 is uncertain as it is unknown whether development will be 
distributed across Flood Zone 1 or 2, or whether development will include 
the provision of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an 
apparent need for SuDS to maximise source control measures in the 
District.  

3.4.27 It is uncertain whether any Green space will be provided through 
development Option G. The even distribution of development across the 
district may result in improved access to public green and open spaces, 
however this is dependant on development location and design. This is 
also the case for the proposed urban extension (SA Objectives 4 and 11).  

3.4.28 Urban extension is not expected to lead to a change in per capita carbon 
footprint, however dispersed growth may, depending on location of the 
new homes. Development may be in isolation, with lack of access to 
services, jobs, and transport networks, resulting in reliance on car. The 
overall impact on SA Objective 5 is dependant on development location 
and design (SA Objective 5). 

3.4.29 The Option G scenario is not expected to lead to a change in waste 
generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the proportion of waste 
disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, as this largely 
depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated into 
development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  
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3.4.30 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. Sustainability depends on location of development, 
and whether Grade 3 land is 3a or 3b.  There are no mineral safeguarding 
areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there are recorded mineral deposits in 
the north and south of the District. Whether these are affected depends 
on the location of development.  Without further information regarding 
the location of development, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 
remains uncertain. 

3.4.31 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
As the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, Option G is not predicted to have 
an adverse effect.  The dispersed approach looks to deliver development 
outside of the urban areas, with more housing growth in Northern and 
Southern Vale. However, as most residents of any development are 
expected to own at least one vehicle, development could exacerbate the 
air quality issues in the area. The extent of impact on air pollution is 
uncertain as it will depend on development location and size (SA 
Objective 7). 

3.4.32 Option G is likely to increase light pollution, if in an area that currently has 
no, or very little, artificial lighting, via streetlights and overspill from 
buildings.  Noise is likely to increase due to additional people and traffic 
movements. This impact is likely to be greatest at isolated development 
areas, as a pose to the urban extension as the area will be influenced by 
existing development.  Overall, Option G is likely to have a negative 
impact with regard to pollution.  This is expected to be of medium 
magnitude but at a local scale (SA Objective 7). 

3.4.33 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes. The proposed urban extension may contribute 
to these sustainable transport networks, reducing the need to travel. 
However, the dispersed growth proposed is less likely to positively 
contribute.  This development is likely to be distributed in areas with poor 
public transport links, encouraging car use to essential services, facilities 
and jobs. The overall impact on SA Objective 9 is uncertain, as it will 
depend on location and design of the development within Option G (SA 
Objective 9).  

3.4.34 Option G is likely to provide a mix of housing, however it is unconfirmed 
whether this option could meet the housing requirement (SA Objective 
10).  
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3.4.35 With regard to health and wellbeing, depending on location, development 
may increase demand on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to 
take a significant proportion of the Districts development, however there 
would be less housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas 
compared with other options.  Flexibility is offered within this Option to 
consider housing growth away from existing settlements.   

3.4.36 It is expected that the urban extension within this Option would utilize 
neighbouring facilities and services. This may impact neighbourhood 
satisfaction depending on capacity of these existing services. 
Development design may also adversely impact SA Objective 11.  A poorly 
designed development in an area that is currently attractive and where 
residents have attractive views over the countryside, would be expected 
to decrease the satisfaction of existing residents with where they live. 
Overall, impact on SA Objective 11 remains uncertain, dependant on 
location and design of development.   

3.4.37 Provision of infrastructure and services needed to support new 
development is likely to be more difficult and expensive under Option G 
as development is dispersed around the district. The urban extension to 
Milton Keynes/Bletchley may support some new services, however the 
extent of this remains uncertain.  Residents are predicted to utilize 
existing facilities in the neighbouring urban area, however the capacity 
levels are unknown, and depend on proximity to the development area. 
This may be an issue for the dispersed housing growth away from 
existing settlements. Option G is likely to have overall positive 
implications for the economy, but at a local scale. The magnitude is 
predicted to be low, as impact is on-going but reversible, depending on 
economic trends (SA Objective 12).   

Option H, Dispersed approach with one or more new settlement(s) 
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3.4.38 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District. Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.    
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3.4.39 It is expected that Option H will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by development currently lie 
within a suburban or rural setting.  The provision of dispersed housing 
and new settlements next to, or incorporating, these features would alter 
their setting to one of a more built up area.  In a worst-case scenario, this 
could affect the features considered to be important at a national level, 
although this depends on the feature that is affected. This scenario is 
likely to affect the setting of historic features across the region, which 
may have an in-combination regional impact.  Impact magnitude depends 
on the degree of change and the importance of setting to a particular 
feature, but is most likely to be medium if setting is affected, as this 
would represent loss of or alteration to one key characteristic of the 
receptor (SA Objective 1). 

3.4.40 With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the proposed 
settlement growth may alter the landscape. Views may be changed, 
depending on development location, design and distribution.  Option H 
incorporates a more even distribution of development across the District, 
which could have adverse impacts on the landscape.  The extent of the 
impact on landscape character will also depend on isolation of housing 
and new sites.  

3.4.41 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  

3.4.42 This Option looks to disperse development across the district, possibly 
having an effect on habitat creation, habitat fragmentation, and 
connectivity and biodiversity enhancement.  If the development caused 
loss of hedgerows this would lead to habitat fragmentation, but 
incorporation and enhancement of existing features could lead to habitat 
creation and connectivity. For example creating a network of green 
spaces linking the urban habitats with the open countryside through the 
development.  

3.4.43 Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location.  Development of a new settlement(s) on urban 
greenspace or greenfield land could lead to loss of GI and/or important 
habitat sites.  Effects on biodiversity and geodiversity may be up to a 
national scale, if the Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, 
HAP habitats, BAP species and European protected species populations 
are impacted.  Development may also have adverse effects on Local 
Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  However, once 
again, extent of impact is dependent on location of development.  
Overall, impacts on SA Objective 3 are uncertain at this stage. 
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3.4.44 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. This Option sees 
less housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas compared 
with other options.  Surface water run-off management in the District is 
an important issue on all developments of any size. The impact on SA 
Objective 4 is uncertain as it is unknown whether development will be 
distributed across Flood Zone 1 or 2, or whether development will include 
the provision of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an 
apparent need for SuDS to maximise source control measures in the 
District.  

3.4.45 It is uncertain whether any Green space will be provided through 
development Option H. The even distribution of development across the 
district may result in improved access to public green and open spaces, 
however this is dependant on development location and design. This is 
also the case for the proposed new settlement(s) (SA Objectives 4 and 
11).  

3.4.46 Dispersed growth and the provision of a new settlement(s) may lead to a 
change in per capita carbon footprint, depending on development 
location.  Development may be in isolation, with lack of access to 
services, jobs, and transport networks, resulting in reliance on car. The 
extent of impact on Objective 5 is undetermined without further 
information on development layout and design.  

3.4.47 The Option H scenario is not expected to lead to a change in waste 
generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the proportion of waste 
disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, as this largely 
depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated into 
development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  

3.4.48 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. Sustainability depends on location of development, 
and whether Grade 3 land is 3a or 3b.  There are no mineral safeguarding 
areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there are recorded mineral deposits in 
the north and south of the District. Whether these are affected depends 
on the location of development.  Without further information regarding 
the location of development, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 
remains uncertain. 
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3.4.49 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
As the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, Option H is not predicted to have 
an adverse effect.  The dispersed approach looks to deliver development 
outside of the urban areas, with more housing growth in Northern and 
Southern Vale. The new settlement(s) proposed, however, has no 
specified location and therefore may be near to an AQMA.  As most 
residents of any development are expected to own at least one vehicle, 
development could exacerbate the air quality issues in the area. The 
extent of impact on air pollution is uncertain as it will depend on 
development location and size (SA Objective 7). 

3.4.50 This Option is likely to increase light pollution, if within areas that 
currently have no, or very little, artificial lighting, via streetlights and 
overspill from buildings.  Noise is likely to increase due to additional 
people and traffic movements. This impact is likely to be greatest at 
isolated development areas. Overall, Option G is likely to have a negative 
impact with regard to pollution.  This is expected to be of medium 
magnitude but at a local scale (SA Objective 7). 

3.4.51 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes. The proposed new settlement(s) may 
contribute to these sustainable transport networks, reducing the need to 
travel.  However, the dispersed growth proposed is less likely to 
positively contribute.  This development is likely to be distributed in areas 
with poor public transport links, encouraging car use to essential services, 
facilities and jobs. The overall extent of impact on SA Objective 9 remains 
uncertain, as it will depend on location and design of the development 
within Option H (SA Objective 9).  

3.4.52 Option H is likely to provide a mix of housing, however it is unconfirmed 
whether this option could meet the housing requirement (SA Objective 
10).  

3.4.53 With regard to health and wellbeing, depending on location of new 
settlement(s) and dispersed housing, development may increase demand 
on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to take a significant 
proportion of the Districts development, however there would be less 
housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas compared with 
other options.  Flexibility is offered within this Option to consider housing 
growth away from existing settlements.   

3.4.54 Neighbourhood satisfaction may be negatively impacted by Option H, 
depending on housing location and capacity of existing services in the 
area. Development design may also adversely impact SA Objective 11. A 
poorly designed new settlement in an area that is currently attractive and 
where residents have attractive views over the countryside, would be 
expected to decrease the satisfaction of existing residents with where 
they live. Overall, impact on SA Objective 11 remains uncertain, dependant 
on location and design of development.   
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3.4.55 Provision of infrastructure and services needed to support new 
development is likely to be more difficult and expensive under Option H 
as development is dispersed around the district.  The new settlement(s) 
proposed may support new services and/or facilities, however the extent 
of this remains uncertain.  Residents are predicted to utilize existing 
facilities in the neighbouring urban area, however the capacity levels are 
unknown, and depend on proximity to the development area. This may be 
an issue for the dispersed housing growth away from existing 
settlements. Option H is likely to have overall positive implications for the 
economy, but at a local scale. The magnitude is predicted to be low, as 
impact is on-going but reversible, depending on economic trends (SA 
Objective 12).  

Option I, Dispersed approach with an extension to Milton Keynes/Bletchley and new 
settlement 
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3.4.56 There are a number of historic statutory and non-statutory features in the 
District.  Of these features, the Heritage at Risk register identifies nine 
Listed Buildings, two Registered Parks and Gardens and two Scheduled 
Monuments at Risk in Aylesbury Vale. Effect on these features is 
dependent on the development location.    

3.4.57 It is expected that Option I will lead to at least some indirect damage to 
the historic and cultural features identified within the District.  This is 
because the features likely to be affected by development currently lie 
within a suburban or rural setting.  Urban extension, new settlement(s) 
and dispersed growth next to, or incorporating, these features would 
alter their setting to one of a more built up area.  In a worst-case scenario, 
this could affect the features considered to be important at a national 
level, although this depends on the feature that is affected. This scenario 
is likely to affect the setting of historic features across the region, which 
may have an in-combination regional impact.  Impact magnitude depends 
on the degree of change and the importance of setting to a particular 
feature, but is most likely to be medium if setting is affected, as this 
would represent loss of or alteration to one key characteristic of the 
receptor (SA Objective 1). 

3.4.58 With regard to SA Objective 2, it is predicted that the proposed 
settlement growth may alter the landscape. Views may be changed, 
particularly from the edge of Milton Keynes/Bletchley, depending on 
development location, design and distribution.  The dispersed approach 
within Option I involves an even distribution of development across the 
District, which could have adverse impacts on the landscape, in 
combination with new settlement(s) and an urban extension.  
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3.4.59 The Chiltern Hills AONB is a national landscape designation within the 
District. Development Option A has potential to impact on the setting of 
the AONB, although it is expected that urban extension opportunities 
predicted to impact on the conservation site would be unlikely to go 
ahead.  As such, scale of change is expected to be of no more than 
regional scale, although impacts will be high due to the complete change 
of an area of land from rural to urban (SA Objective 2).  

3.4.60 This Option looks to disperse development across the district, possibly 
having an effect on habitat creation, habitat fragmentation, and 
connectivity and biodiversity enhancement.  If the development caused 
loss of hedgerows this would lead to habitat fragmentation, but 
incorporation and enhancement of existing features could lead to habitat 
creation and connectivity. For example creating a network of green 
spaces linking the urban habitats with the open countryside through the 
development.  

3.4.61 It is assumed that urban extensions will be built on greenfield land due to 
their large size and edge or town locations. Building on large areas of 
land is likely to lead to biodiversity declines and loss of roosting/nesting 
habitat or foraging habitat, such as trees, hedgerows, or rough grassland.  
Extent of impact on biodiversity features is dependent on the 
development location.  Effects on biodiversity and geodiversity may be 
up to a national scale, if the Ashridge Commons SSSI, Chiltern 
Beechwoods SAC, HAP habitats, BAP species and European protected 
species populations are impacted.  Development may also have adverse 
effects on Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  
However, once again, extent of impact is dependent on the exact location 
of dispersed housing, new settlement(s) and the urban extension.  
Overall, impacts on SA Objective 3 are uncertain at this stage. 

3.4.62 Flood risk is dependant on location of development. Flooding is most 
frequent in Aylesbury and Buckingham from main rivers. This Option sees 
less housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas compared 
with other options.  Surface water run-off management in the District is 
an important issue on all developments of any size. The impact on SA 
Objective 4 is uncertain as it is unknown whether the dispersed housing 
and new settlement(s) will be distributed across Flood Zone 1 or 2, or 
whether development will include the provision of Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems (SuDS). There is an apparent need for SuDS to 
maximise source control measures in the District.  

3.4.63 It is uncertain whether any Green space will be provided through 
development Option I. The more even distribution of development 
proposed across the district may result in improved access to public 
green and open spaces, however this is dependant on development 
location and design. This is also the case for the proposed urban 
extension and new settlement(s) (SA Objectives 4 and 11).  
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3.4.64 Urban extension is not expected to lead to a change in per capita carbon 
footprint, however dispersed growth and new settlement(s) may, 
depending on location of the new homes. Development may be in 
isolation, with lack of access to services, jobs, and transport networks, 
resulting in reliance on car. The overall impact on SA Objective 5 is 
unknown, dependant on development location and design (SA Objective 
5). 

3.4.65 The Option I scenario is not expected to lead to a change in waste 
generation per capita.  It is unknown whether the proportion of waste 
disposed of through landfill will increase or decrease, as this largely 
depends on whether recycling facilities are incorporated into 
development (SA Objectives 6 and 8).  

3.4.66 The District consists mainly Grade 3 and 4 agricultural land, although it is 
not known if this is Grade 3a (which is considered best and most 
versatile) or Grade 3b (which is not considered to be best and most 
versatile).  There are also areas of Grade 2, which is also considered best 
and most versatile. Sustainability depends on location of development, 
and whether Grade 3 land is 3a or 3b.  There are no mineral safeguarding 
areas in Aylesbury Vale, however there are recorded mineral deposits in 
the north and south of the District. Whether these are affected depends 
on the location of development.  Without further information regarding 
the location of development, the effect of this scenario on SA Objective 6 
remains uncertain. 

3.4.67 There are two Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in Aylesbury Vale. 
As the AQMA’s are in urban Aylesbury, Option G is unlikely to have an 
adverse effect, unless new settlement(s) are delivered within the urban 
area.  The dispersed approach looks to deliver housing outside of the 
urban areas, with more growth in Northern and Southern Vale. However, 
as most residents of any development are expected to own at least one 
vehicle, all development proposed within Option I could exacerbate the 
air quality issues in the area. Overall, the extent of impact on air pollution 
is uncertain as it will depend on development location and size (SA 
Objective 7). 

3.4.68 All aspects within Option I are likely to increase light pollution, 
particularly if in an area that currently has no, or very little, artificial 
lighting, via streetlights and overspill from buildings.  Noise is likely to 
increase due to additional people and traffic movements. This impact is 
likely to be greatest at isolated development areas, as a pose to the 
urban extension, which will be influenced by existing development.  
Overall, Option G is likely to have a negative impact with regard to 
pollution.  This is expected to be of medium magnitude but at a local 
scale (SA Objective 7). 
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3.4.69 The District promotes sustainable transport methods through Aylesbury 
being both a National Cycling Town with extensive cycle routes, and by 
providing regular bus services. Bus services run frequently (3 times an 
hour, Monday to Friday), linking Aylesbury to High Wycombe, Slough, 
Oxford and Milton Keynes.  The proposed urban extension and new 
settlement(s) may contribute to these sustainable transport networks, 
reducing the need to travel. However, the dispersed growth proposed is 
less likely to positively contribute.  This development is likely to be 
distributed in areas with poor public transport links, encouraging car use 
to essential services, facilities and jobs. The overall impact on SA 
Objective 9 is uncertain, as it will depend on location and design of the 
development within Option I (SA Objective 9).  

3.4.70 Option I is likely to provide a mix of housing, however it is unconfirmed 
whether this option could meet the housing requirement (SA Objective 
10).  

3.4.71 With regard to health and wellbeing, depending on location, development 
may increase demand on existing facilities. Aylesbury would continue to 
take a significant proportion of the Districts development, however there 
would be less housing growth in the Aylesbury and Buckingham areas 
compared with other options.  Flexibility is offered within this Option to 
consider housing growth away from existing settlements.   

3.4.72 It is expected that the urban extension, and possibly the new 
settlement(s) within this Option would utilize neighbouring facilities and 
services. This may impact neighbourhood satisfaction depending on 
capacity of these existing services. Development design may also 
adversely impact SA Objective 11. A poorly designed development in an 
area that is currently attractive and where residents have attractive views 
over the countryside, would be expected to decrease the satisfaction of 
existing residents with where they live. Overall, impact on SA Objective 11  
remains uncertain, dependant on location and design of development.   

3.4.73 Provision of infrastructure and services needed to support new 
development is likely to be more difficult and expensive under Option I as 
development is dispersed around the district. The urban extension to 
Milton Keynes/Bletchley and new settlement(s) may support some new 
services, however the extent of this remains uncertain.  Residents are 
predicted to utilize existing facilities in the neighbouring urban area, 
however the capacity levels are unknown, and depend on proximity to 
the development area.  This may be an issue for dispersed housing 
growth situated away from existing settlements.  Option I is likely to have 
overall positive implications for the economy, but at a local scale. The 
magnitude is predicted to be low, as impact is on-going but reversible, 
depending on economic trends (SA Objective 12).   
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4 Next Stages  

4.1 Next stages 

4.1.1 This report presents the findings of the SA of the reasonable alternatives 
for strategic spatial sites identified by AVDC. The next stage of the SA 
process will be a consultation period, which will take place in the late 
2015.  
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Q1a

Will it preserve desginations of 
architectural or historic interest 
and, where necessary, 
encourage their conservation 
and renewal?

Q1b Will it preserve or enhance 
archaeological sites/remains?

Q1c
Will it preserve or enhance the 
setting of cultural heritage 
assets?

Q2a

Will it safeguard and enhance 
the character of the landscape 
and local distinctiveness and 
identity?

Q2b Will it help limit noise and light 
pollution?

Q2c Will it reuse degraded 
landscape/townscape?

Q2d Will it affect areas of open 
countryside?

Q2e Will it impact the setting of the 
Chilterns AONB?

Q3b

Will it maintain and enhance 
sites nationally designated for 
their biodiversity interest and 
increase their area?

• Number and type of features and 
areas of historic designations in the 
district 

 • Statutory and non-statutory sites in 
theHistoric Environment Record (HER)

• Conservation areas 

• Historic Parks and Gardens

• Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character 
Assessment profiles 
                  
• Tranquility rating of area 

• Re-use of derelict buildings or re-use 
of buildings in a prominent location  
           
• Impact of development  on areas 
within the Green Belt or the AONB

• Baseline environmental quality - likely 
presence/absence of EPS in the area

• Area and condition of priority habitats

• Area designated for biological and 
geological interest 

• Provision of Green Infrastructure

1

Protect, enhance and manage 
sites, features and areas of 
archaeological, historical and 
cultural heritage importance.

3 Protect, enhance and manage 
biodiversity and geodiversity.

Q3a

Aylesbury Vale Local Plan SA Framework

Indicators (this list is not exhaustive)SEA Objective Decision making criteria:  Will the 
option/proposal…

Will it lead to a loss of 
biodiversity?

2

Protect, enhance and manage 
the character and appearance 
of the landscape and 
townscape, maintaining and 
strengthening distinctiveness 
and its special qualities.
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Indicators (this list is not exhaustive)SEA Objective Decision making criteria:  Will the 
option/proposal…

Q4b Will is help to mitigate the risk 
of flooding?

Q5a

Will it help limit potential 
increases in flood risk likely to 
take place in the district as a 
result of climate change?

Q5b

Will it encourage the 
development of buildings 
prepared for the impacts of 
climate change?

Q6a Will it utilise derelict, degraded 
and under-used land?

Q6b
Will it lead to the loss of the 
best and most versatile 
agricultural land?

Q6c Will it help to protect mineral 
deposits in the district?

Q7a Will it lead to improved air 
quality?

Q7b Will it maintain and enhance 
soil quality?

Q7c Will it improve water quality?

Q7d
Will it reduce the overall 
amount of diffuse pollution to 
air, water and soil?

• Proximity to an AQMA 

• Provision of Green Infrastructure

• Remediation of contaminated land

• Proximity to watercourses with poor 
quality status

• Percentage change in pollution 
incidents

• Proximity to public transport links

• Distance to local centre

• Flood Zone 1, 2 or 3

• Number of properties at risk of 
flooding

• Area of  new greenspace created per 
capita

 • Re-use of previously developed land

• Area of best and most versatile 
agricultural land lost to development 

• Proximity to Mineral Safeguarding 
Area(s)

7 Reduce air, soil and water 
pollution.

4

Plan for the anticipated levels 
of climate change.

Minimise the district's 
contribution to climate change.

Q4a Will it help reduce Aylesbury 
Vale's carbon footprint?

Protect and conserve natural 
resources.

5

6
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Indicators (this list is not exhaustive)SEA Objective Decision making criteria:  Will the 
option/proposal…

Q8a
Will it provide facilities for the 
seperation and recycling of 
waste?

Q8b
Will it encourage the use of 
recycled materials in 
construction?

Q10a Will housing be in keeping with 
the character of the local area?

Q10b Will it provide decent, 
affordable homes?

Q11a
Will it improve access for all to 
health, leisure and recreational 
facilities?

Q11b
Will it improve and enhance the 
district's green infrastructure 
network?

Does it consider the needs of 
the district's growing elderly 
population?

• Waste management facilities

• Reuse of recycled materials 

• Distance to place of work

• Distance to local amenities and key 
services

• Distance to existing or proposed bus 
routes

• Accessibility to walking and cycling 
links

• Train station within 1km 

•  Disturbance or change to the 
character of the local area 

•  Percentage of dwellings delivered as 
affordable housing

• Varied housing mix

•  Travel time by public transport to 
nearest health centre and sports 
facilities

•  Nearby open accessible greenspace 

•  Accessibility to sports facilities e.g. 
football pitches, playing fields, tennis 
courts

•  Leisure centre 

•  Provision of mixed use housing which 
caters to the ageing population of the 
district 

•  Delivery of low level lighting or other 
provisions to ensure safety of residents

10
Provide affordable, 
environmentally sound and 
good quality housing for all.

Safeguard and improve 
community health, safety and 
well being.

11

Will it encourage healthy and 
active lifestyles?Q11c

Q9a Will it reduce the need to 
travel?

Q9b

Will it provide adequate means 
of access by a range of 
sustainable transport modes 
(i.e. walking/cycling/public 
transport)? 

9

Improve the efficiency of 
transport networks by 
increasing the proportion of 
travel by sustainable modes 
and by promoting policies 
which reduce the need to 
travel.

8

Reduce waste generation and 
disposal, and achieve the 
sustainable management of 
waste.

Q11d
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Indicators (this list is not exhaustive)SEA Objective Decision making criteria:  Will the 
option/proposal…

Will it reduce crime and the 
fear of crime?

12

Develop a dynamic, diverse and 
knowledge-based economy 
that excels in innovation with 
higher value, lower impact 
activities.

Q12a

Will it increase provision of 
services in the district, bringing 
more money into the local 
economy?

•  Number of new business start-ups as 
a result of the development

•  Travel time by public transport to 
nearest health centre and sports 
facilities

•  Nearby open accessible greenspace 

•  Accessibility to sports facilities e.g. 
football pitches, playing fields, tennis 
courts

•  Leisure centre 

•  Provision of mixed use housing which 
caters to the ageing population of the 
district 

•  Delivery of low level lighting or other 
provisions to ensure safety of residents

Safeguard and improve 
community health, safety and 
well being.

11

Q11d
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