
Comment 
No. 

Respondent  Issue/Recommended Change Response 

1 Survey 
monkey 
Respondent 
1 

Q1 Comment: I agree with the planned area of housing growth as its by far the 
most logical area regarding transport and environmental /aesthetic impact. I would 
urge you to implement this as quickly as possible as without a structured plan we 
are completely open to negligent planning applications such as the current one for 
Buckingham East/Mill Lane. 

The Town Council is seeking to bring the BNDP to 
referendum as soon as possible allowing for 
adequate consultation. 
 

2 “ Q.2 Comment: I grew up in Buckingham and after leaving to join the army I 
decided to move back with my family as it is such a nice place. I love the fact its in 
touch with its past and still has a homely feel to it. For that reason we need to 
protect it and ensure it stays this way, the best way to do that is for the people 
who care to make the decisions so getting this neighbourhood plan ratified as 
promptly as possible is vital. 

Welcome support for preserving our historic market 
town. 

3 “ Q5 Comment: In an ideal world I would love to see the town centre from the Old 
Gaol to the White Hart pedestrianized. I cant think of anything that would improve 
the town and specifically the town centre more. 

Comments will be included in submission to 
Transport for Buckingham Strategy 

4 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
2 

Q.1 Comment: Does our infrastructure cope with the added numbers of housing? HP 6 seeks to phase residential development to 
allow for infrastructure from recent development to 
bed in before further housing is built, and to 
encourage employment development in the short 
term. Development is the main source of new 
infrastructure. 

5 “ Q.2 Comment: Maintaining our Heritage and not spoiling our beautiful 
environment should be at the heart of our plans. Should we try to open up the 
canal completely so that boaters can moor up and visit the town? 

CLH 7 supports the development of the Canal area 
as a leisure area; after consultation with the 
Buckingham Canal Society it is unlikely that such a 
stage in development will be feasible in the lifetime 
of this Plan. The BNDP aims to protect its area to 
allow for any such future developments. 

6 “ Q.4 Comment: Will the secondary schools cope with the increased numbers of 
families moving into the area? 

Bucks CC projections made available show that 
with the proposed development there will still be 
sufficient capacity in both secondary and primary  
existing schools [including Lace Hill Academy]. 

7 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
3 

No specific comments made  

8 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
4 

Q. 1 Comment: While I believe that we need new affordable houses built, I do not 
see why there should be so many built in Buckingham when there are no 
employment prospects in Buckingham. You mention that jobs are available in 
Silverstone, Bicester and Milton Keynes, surely then, these new builds should be 
in these areas which means that people would have to travel shorter journeys to 

HP 6 Seeks to phase residential development – 
please see response to Comment 4. 



their place of employment and also encourage people to use public transport 
rather than they having to travel vast distances clogging up our roads, which are 
already in an appalling state. Some one should take a look at Moreton Road 
where there is a new development taking place. The road and footpath get filthy 
and the heavy traffic travelling through a historic little town causes no end of 
pollution and damage to the roads. If the Town Council and AVDC are serious 
about helping to get traffic off our roads, then serious thought should be given to 
reducing the building of houses in Buckingham until there are employment 
vacancies in the area. Perhaps encourage business here before houses are build. 

9 “ Q.5 Comment: Infrastructure at the moment is not conducive to the number of 
homes that are planned. Again, I suggest that the infrastructure should be in place 
before more homes are built. Shelve the building of homes for the moment 

HP 6 Response to Comment 4 

10 “ Q.6 Comment Developers are a law unto themselves. Moreton Road is a good 
example of the damage they have done to the roads with their heavy traffic and no 
resurfacing or repairs to potholes have been carried out. 

Specific comments are outside the remit of the 
Plan. Developer Contributions will seek to ensure 
that environment of Buckingham is enhanced as 
laid out in DC 1-3 

11 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
5 

Q. 1 Comment: I generally agree - the area shown on the plan does not seem to 
be farmed and is not in use - sustainable and sensitive design and parking a must. 
Access onto the A421 to be considered as there will be more traffic. Also note the 
cut through route to Radclive and Silverstone - traffic on these roads will increase. 
Large lorries already try and cut through the Town and getting to Milton Keynes is 
slow going.  
 

Support for sites for residential development 
welcomed. Comments on traffic will be included in 
submission to Transport for Buckingham strategy 
development. 

12 “ Q.2 Comment: I believe large housing estates feel claustrophobic and bring with it 
anti-social behaviour. Sustainable housing with green spaces and local community 
centres . shops you can 'Pop' to not drive to are required. As well as houses with 
Character different finishes and in-keeping and affordable too. 

Design Guide will address this, and comments will 
be submitted to drafters of that document. 
 Green cycleways and walkways are promoted in I1 

13 “ Q.3 Comment: New community building and local shops to serve the new housing 
estates. Your picture on the front of the leaflet shows the historic pretty pictures of 
Buckingham - yet this image of Buckingham seems to be being un-done and not 
celebrated. You say you want to create a vibrant market town. The Market stalls 
need to have proper attractive stalls not the shambles of tarpaulin that is currently 
the 'market' We want the market but it has to be enticing I feel it is a real let down 
at the moment and I have heard several stall holders squabbling between 
themselves. I do not see why the market is held outside the mini Tesco's? This 
looses valuable car parking space in the town. Why can it not be held in Cornwall 
Meadow or in the cattle stalls. This is a much prettier setting (like when the fair is 
in town). It create a bustling atmosphere. But please buy the stall holders proper 
nice looking stalls so the market looks better and attracts tourists. Also lets 
celebrate the pretty historic part of town and the parks. I never go to Chados park 
as I cannot park there - open the Wells Street car Park and let people access the 

CLH 1 provides for a new community building- 
comment on location noted. 
The Royal Charter requires that specific location; 
Cornwall’s meadow shopping area is private land; 
the Town Council has looked at the possibility of 
harmonising stalls but it is not feasible in terms of 
cost of outlay, maintenance and set-up; and not 
desired by stall-holders.  
Well Street Centre belongs to Bucks CC and 
insurance requirements prevent general use. 
Welcome support for restricting primary frontage 
use. 
 



parks from there. Plus this must be a boost for the amazing shops located on 
Wells street that I miss out going to when I park at Waitrose. We need more long 
term parking 4-5 hours at this end of town. As these shops are great/ quirky/ good 
'mooching' shops which is what Buckingham needs. There are too many charity 
shops in town we need to encourage more boutique shops to aid tourism, plus 
nice bars and bistros and good pubs - liven Buckingham up a bit - encourage us to 
go and spend our money in Buckingham instead of looking elsewhere like Stoney 
Stratford for a night out. Buckingham is dead at night / really quiet.  
 

14 “ Q.4 Comment: Creating more large schools in Buckingham could take numbers 
from the small existing rural schools. Plans should be made to sustain the small 
rural schools as they have capacity and not invest in another large primary school. 
Investment in the Buckingham Secondary a must - this course the most ill-feeling 
and dread for Parents over the dreaded 11+ exam. Having employment in the 
town is great but these industrial estate must be cheaper rental / rate as small 
business are moving there and not being in the town. Maybe more factories or 
manufacturing companies or targeting specific higher end employment areas such 
as pharmaceuticals or engineering companies. Take the money away from 
Aylesbury vale and manage and make decisions based on What Buckingham 
needs. 

There is no provision for new schools see response 
to Comment 6. Investment outside the BNDP remit. 

15 “ Q. 5 Comment: Parking as mentioned above in the Wells Street Area - preferably 
free parking!! Ease the congestion in the high street, All the roads lead into 
Buckingham from Brackley Bicester, Milton Keynes Maids Morton causing chaos 
at times and congestion in the town centre. The X5 coming through town is a 
nightmare having such a large coach trying to turn onto London Road. 

Comments will be submitted to Transport for 
Buckingham Strategy development. 
For Information: X5 now enters and exits the town 
via Stratford Road. 

16 “ Q. 6 Comment: Yes essential - they are the ones making money out of all this. 
Lets ensure there are more recreational spaces / better parking in town / and ways 
to celebrate the historical old Buckingham. Plus Places for kids to go. There 
always seems to be a group of drunken people outside Tesco's lately this is not 
where I want to be shopping with my kids and I am not sure what has changed to 
cause this increase in this type of behaviour. 

CLH 1 will provide for new Community Building 
offering a number of uses, as well as new sports 
facilities. 

17 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
6 

Q.1 Comment: Town is already struggling with infrastructure, Doctors surgery 
overcrowded, several complaints of no opointments,crictal waiting of over 45 
minutes once appointments booked! 
No further specific comments 

Any new residential developments will be counted 
towards NHS calculations as to required number of 
GPs per head of the population. Healthcare 
development is supported by policy CLH5. Level of 
service is outside remit of Plan. 

18 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
7 

Q.1 Comment: current infrastructure does not support additional housing Development is the main source of new 
infrastructure. HP 6 Seeks to phase residential 
development – please see response to Comment 4. 

19 “ Q.3 Comment: additional health requirements needed including hospital upgrade Healthcare development is supported by policy 



to support additional population CLH5 Level of service is outside remit of Plan. 

20 “ Q.4 Comment: additional secondary education needed Please see response to Comment 6 above. 

21 “ Q.5 Comment: new bypass needed to support any development Provision of by-pass is outside remit of BNDP but 
comment noted. 

22 “ Q.6 Comment: Developers never pay enough for infrastructure improvements and 
always renege on agreements 

Comment noted 

23 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
8 

No specific comments made.  

24 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
9 

Q. 1 Comment: Enough new existing build and the 2 TIngewick Road sites 
"Enough is Enough" 

Comment noted but NPPF requires positive 
planning for sustainable development. 

25 “ Q.3 Comment: No mention of increased provision of health facilities e.g. medical 
surgeries, primary health care etc. No mention of places for worship 

CLH 1 – Community Building use should support 
new premises for a place of worship. CLH 5 
supports healthcare development. 

26 “ Q.4 Comment: No mention of provision at all levels of education (except the 
university) 

Evidence Base indicates that Bucks CC does not 
require further schools in relation to planned 
development– Response to Comment 6 above. 

27 “ Q.6 Comment: No mention of increased water supply for double the present 
population. No mention of representation of the County Council for the increased 
population 

Evidence Base notes Anglian Water plans to extend 
water supply during BNDP period. 
Representation issues not within remit of BNDP 

28 Padbury 
Parish 
Council 

Third Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan Pre-Submission 
Consultation 
Padbury Parish Council is very grateful for sight of the 3

rd
 Draft of the BNDP, and 

for the opportunity to comment.  Clearly, much of the Plan focusses on issues 
directly associated with the Town itself, and we recognise that that is entirely 
consistent with its agreed Vision.  We have no substantive comment on those 
issues. 
However, BNDP also recognises the role of the Town as a focus of employment 
and service provision for the surrounding area, which includes Padbury. We have 
significant misgivings that such important facilities such as education and 
healthcare support (especially the latter) may not meet the needs of the area as a 
whole, if all of the proposed increase in housing provision is taken up, not just in 
Buckingham, but also in the surrounding settlements.  Can we please be 
reassured that these issues have indeed been taken into account? 
We also note the proposal for both an additional southern by-pass and a new 
western by-pass.  We recognise the need for improvement in the local road 
network, as suggested (and indeed also suggest that there could be significant 
stress on the roads connecting Buckingham and Milton Keynes which would be 

E-mail response from Town Plan Officer: On 
education and healthcare, we did of course 
consider the fact that we also “service” other 
smaller local communities.  The advice we received 
that as regards the overall development we are 
planning to take [just over 2000 homes in total] that 
equates to roughly one and a half additional G.P.s 
as currently calculated by NHS. It is hoped that the 
protection given to the hospital site, would allow for 
any necessary healthcare provision. As to 
education Buckinghamshire County Council have 
advised us that both primary and secondary 
schools in Buckingham are currently running with 
capacity, [and there is the new academy status 
primary school on Lace Hill coming online in 
September] and that as parental choice plays a 
large part, educational planning is done on a 
countywide basis.  Developers also seek to provide 



likely to indirectly affect Padbury), but do not relish such schemes being made a 
reality given the disruption caused by the recent ‘improvements’ to the A421 
(although we recognise this is not a planning consideration as such). 
 
 

contributions to needs created by their own 
development. 
 
I am concerned about the comments re the 
bypasses, as these should have been removed 
from the third version. As stated we would be 
seeking to achieve the most beneficial outcome for 
the town from the Government’s Autumn 
Statement. The original indicative routes and 
aspirational policies have been removed, and no 
longer form part of the Plan.. Whilst nobody would 
wish to replicate the problems experienced over the 
last year, there remains major concern about the 
volume of through traffic around the bypass and the 
town, and throughout public consultation 
representations about relief for the bypass have 
been made. 
 

29 Cherwell 
District 
Council 
[Statutory 
Consultee] 

Thank you for inviting Cherwell District Council to comment on the above 
consultation. I can confirm that we have no comments to make on this document 
at this stage. Mr Yuen Wong Planning Officer. 

 

30 William J 
Christie 
 

Dear Buckingham representatives, 
I am very disappointed to see on the above leaflet that came through my letter-
box, today, that there is no mention of the “Proposed A421 Relief Road 
Protection” that was on for example, the “Summer 2014” version of the same plan, 
and, so I thought, which had been in “the plans” for many years.  I hope that this 
Relief Road still is a medium/longer term aim for our (growing) town? 
 
I look forward to your reply,  
Your sincerely,  
 

E-mail Thank you very much for taking the time to 
respond to the consultation.  
 
The decision to remove the indicative route and 
aspirational policies in relation to western and 
southern relief roads, was taken in light of the 
announcement by central government in the 
Autumn Statement  that there would be funding for 
a feasibility study for improving the road between 
Milton Keynes and Oxford. The Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Development Plan would only have 
been able to make provision for developer 
contributions to be directed towards a similar study. 
 It did not seem appropriate in light of the 
Government’s announcement to continue to seek to 
direct contributions to this purpose.  
 
The Town Council will seek to obtain the most 



beneficial result for Buckingham. Please be assured 
that the provision of relief roads remains a major 
concern for the Town Council, and that Councillors 
are very conscious of the long history of this 
aspiration.   
response from Town Plan Officer: 

31 Terry 
Cavender, 
on behalf of 
Buckingham 
Canal 
Society 
 

I am emailing on behalf of the Buckingham Canal Society (BCS) in response to 
the Buckingham Town Plan. The BCS trustees have reviewed the latest updates 
and broadly support the plan. 
We note the detail of the Community, Leisure and Health and the support afforded 
by the plan to the canal area, its heritage value and restoration activities by 
ourselves.  
The support afforded by the plan to these key elements particularly by the 
proposed policy reference CLH7  is most welcome and we are leverage the work 
done in this Local Development Plan to gain potential reciprocal recognition in the 
wider Aylesbury and South Northants district council plans. 
Our current supporter base for statistical analysis purposes is approximately : 
·         1500 registered supporters of restoration of the canal to Buckingham 
·         535 Facebook supporters 
·         200 paid up members 
Many thanks for keeping us involved and informed 

Comment and Support of CLH 7 is welcomed 

32 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
10 

No Specific Comments  

33 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
11 

Q.1 Comment: Student rooms need to be 500, to relieve pressure on availability of 
rental accommodation in the town Strongly agree with HP5 (p.30) 

Support welcomed for HP5.  
400 allocation of student rooms was based on the 
University’s projected growth over the Plan period, 
and the current shortfall. This will be reviewed in 
light of policy EE8 as well to ensure that adequate 
accommodation is provided in relation to growth in 
student numbers. 

34  Q.3 Comment: p22 4.11 Where is the Cultural Arts Centre to be sited? p11 2.29 
The Plymouth Brethren Christian Church meeting room on Western Ave. isn't 
included in the list of churches 

The site of any possible community building 
including a cultural arts centre is not specified. DC 3 
seeks developer contributions to fund this provision 
in the future. When that is secured, available sites 
will be considered. 
Omission of Plymouth Brethren Christian Church 
Meeting Room will be added to list. 

35  Q.5 Comment p22 4.14 - The present Dadford - Stowe Ave. road from Silverstone 
to Buckingham West Street is dangerous on winding country roads p. 22 4.17 

Comment re road safety will be passed to BCC 
Transport for Buckingham Strategy development.  



Should also include Site J It was not felt appropriate to apply the term 
“significant” green space to site J because of its 
size. NPPF requires that sites are viable. 

36 M. Bray by 
e-mail 

 Comment on wording of 2.2 – suggested new wording: “It is located, via both the 
A421 and A422, eight miles west of the current western boundary of the Milton 
Keynes built up area, eleven miles from the new Garden City at Bicester over the 
border in Oxfordshire and seventeen miles to the north of Aylesbury.” 
To emphasise Buckingham's physical proximity to the MK conurbation and its 
strategic position in relation to a MK to Oxford future expressway. Aylesbury is 16 
miles from the Buckingham Tesco roundabout but actually 17 miles from 
Buckingham town centre. 

Distances were originally taken from AVDC’s 
Buckingham Fact pack, and then subsequently 
amended from local knowledge. Wording will be 
updated to incorporate your comments. 

37 2.12 Comment on 2.12: Although Silverstone circuit may become a significant 
employment area adjoining the A43 it is hardly an ideal location for Buckingham 
people being located at the end of a seven mile narrow, winding country lane. All 
the more reason for improving Buckingham's transport links to attract additional 
employers to the town itself.   

Comments will be passed to Transport for 
Buckinghamshire strategy. EE1 sets out policies to 
provide further land for employment purposes. 

38  Suggested 
rewording 
of 2.19 

The A422 from Banbury and M40 Jnc 11 in the west passes through the centre of 
Buckingham and continues east to Milton Keynes North and the A5 Expressway. 
The A413 from Towcester passes south through Buckingham to Winslow, 
Aylesbury and the A40 at Tatling End. Reason: Emphasises Milton Keynes to M40 
north at Banbury east-west movement. 

Wording will be updated to incorporate your 
comments. 

39 Suggested 
rewording 
of 2.20 

The A421 forms a by-pass around the southern edge of the town which links to 
M40 Jncs 9 & 10, Bicester Garden City and Oxford in the west and Milton Keynes 
and Bedford in the east. Reason: Emphasises the A421 as the route between 
Bedford, Milton Keynes, Bicester Garden City and Oxford. 

Wording will be updated to incorporate your 
comments. 

40 9.2 The News Release by Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership in response to 
the government's announcement on the 1st December of a feasibility study to look 
at creating a Milton Keynes to Oxford Expressway refers to a Cambridge to Oxford 
Expressway via Milton Keynes/''North Buckinghamshire''. R Harrington, chief 
executive of BuckinghamshireTVLEP states he is encouraged by this proposal to 
develop a stronger east - west transport corridor. He then states that this project 
would also support north-south transport links between Buckingham and Winslow 
which TVLEP support. This suggests that Aylesbury, when it is convenient, is 
about to become part of North Bucks again to ensure an expressway diversion 
south via Aylesbury, completely missing out Buckingham, is TVLEP's plan. Hence 
the inclusion of the wording ''North Bucks'' in their press release.  As well as the 
''relevant agencies'' referred to it would be sensible to discuss the Oxford to Milton 
Keynes Expressway with Milton Keynes Council as the dualling of the A421 from 
MK to the M40 is one of the main transport scheme requirements in the period to 
2031 they show in their transport documents.   
   

This is outside the scope of the Plan, however, the 
comments will be followed up. 



41 9.5 During public consultation it was highlighted that local people felt that B8 storage 
or distribution would not be suitable in Buckingham due to its low ratio of jobs and 
likely increase in volume of traffic. In addition there are other places within the 
Vale more suited to this type of development ie Silverstone Racing Circuit for 
direct access to the A43 and Aylesbury for its geographical position and links to 
the A41. This will apply to all employment sites brought forward. Delete this 
Reason: This wording suggests that an Oxford to Milton Keynes Expressway 
needs to be  routed via Aylesbury because  of ''its geographical position and links 
to the A41'' For Buckingham to move forward and become a lot more than just its 
current dormitory town status it must have much improved links. This means 
roads, it has no rail connections. Better roads will bring the required employers to 
the town. 

It is important to highlight the public’s feedback on 
the employment situation, however, the second part 
of the paragraph will be removed in line with your 
comments. 

42 Natural 
England 
[Statutory 
Consultee] 

Natural England has responded to earlier iterations to this plan. As the revised 
plan only appears to propose one new site (site Q) beyond those in your earlier 
consultations, we have not reviewed the revised plan in its entirety, but merely 
comment on site Q. 
We note that allocating this site will enclose on both sides a bridleway within 
employment development which currently forms the edge of the settlement. We 
are concerned that this will result in a loss of recreational amenity, due to the 
enclosure of the public right of way. This public right of way will be providing 
recreational benefits not only to existing residents, but also those of the residents 
of the new development to the north east. We advise that the plan makes it clear 
that the existing public right of way will be retained in an attractive landscape 
setting, or otherwise how the green infrastructure network will be maintained in 
terms of recreational quality. 

We will include protection for the bridleway as a 
recreational facility; but this is protected partially by 
the need to amend bridleways by Act of Parliament. 

43 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
12 

Q.1 Comment: Buckingham has only 1 main through road over the river new 
bridge needed North to take traffic round the outskirts so leaving town centre to 
shop & PARK in peace. Sack the 2 "Traffic Wardens" use money saved to repair 
pot holes etc. 

Providing major infrastructure is beyond remit of 
Plan as Developer Contributions from planned 
development unlikely to be sufficient to fund such a 
project. Traffic wardens outside remit of BNDP. 

44  Q.2 Comment: Design Housing estates people wish to live in, fewer housing 
association homes, some needed, not 30% as now 

Design Guide would aim to promote good design in 
keeping with Buckingham’s character; Affordable 
housing – previous consultations raised concerns 
about the lack of affordable housing in Buckingham; 
data in Evidence Base suggests that a significant 
proportion of Buckingham’s population would not 
afford housing in the market; thus Plan is seeking 
35%. 

45  Q.3 Comment: Now all schools are full, N.H.S all full both needed area for 600+ 
school new surgeries with parking for 25/30 cars to cater for complete "Winsor 
Park" area flood plain North of Buckingham left as such to stop extra water 
flooding "Well Street" and Candleford court development. 

Bucks County Council indicate that schools are not 
at capacity and will accommodate this proposed 
development. The NHS has indicated that proposed 
development would require approximately one and 



a half GPs. The BNDP cannot dictate otherwise. 
North of Buckingham is not being developed. 

46  Q.4 Comment: Buckingham Latin School should be expanded if possible for extra 
2/3 hundred pupils. 

The BNDP allows for existing schools to expand 
EE7 

47  Q.5  Design out of town businesses so vehicles do not have to enter town space. EE1 supports sites E & Q for employment 
development, which keeps traffic out of town centre; 
NPPF requires a town centre first approach in terms 
of development, so policies seek to support retail 
development in town centre, so that people wish to 
visit and park in the town centre. 

48  Q.6 Comment: All developers put 50/60% of land cost into infrastructure costs. Comments will be passed to AVDC. 

49 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
13 

No specific comments  

50 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
14 

Q.5 Comment: Traffic situation should be addressed on Addington Road Comment will be passed to Transport Strategy for 
Buckingham. 

51 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
15 

Q.1 Comment: Infrastructure not able to support i.e. schools, roads, medical Bucks County Council indicate that schools are not 
at capacity and will accommodate this proposed 
development. The NHS has indicated that proposed 
development would require approximately one and 
a half GPs. Bucks CC will advise on transport 
strategy as result of BNDP. 

52  Q.2 Comment: Little consideration given This was associated with a “strongly agree”. 

53 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
16 

No specific comments.  

54 The Coal 
Authority 
[statutory 
consultee] 

As you will be aware the proposed neighbourhood area is outside of the defined 
coalfield and therefore The Coal Authority has no specific comments to make on 
the Neighbourhood Plan. 
In the spirit of ensuring efficiency of resources and proportionality it will not be 
necessary for you to provide The Coal Authority with any future drafts or updates 
to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.  This letter can be used as evidence for the 
legal and procedural consultation requirements. 

Comment noted 

55 Andrew 
Jenkinson, 
 Robinson 
and Hall 

I am acting on behalf of my clients, Christopher & Margaret Morris, owners of the 
field south of the existing Buckingham Industrial Park and would make the 
following representation. In the site assessment pre-submission version it states at 
Stage C that the site is not available. This is incorrect as at the second 

Noted oversight on Site Assessment which will be 
amended. Welcome confirmation of deliverability. 



consultation stage we contacted you and made this land available. The land has 
also been submitted in the recent Call for Sites by Aylesbury Vale District Council 
with the reference SHLBUC020. I should therefore be grateful if the Site 
Assessment could be updated accordingly. I note that part of the land has been 
included within the January 2015 pre-submission consultation version for which 
we are grateful under site reference Q, policy EE1. We fully support this decision. 
My clients are keen to progress an employment use for this land area. I would 
welcome any comments or suggestions from the Town Council about how they 
see this development going forward given the Plan's proposal for uses other than 
B8 and further detail could perhaps be given within the plan. If you have any 
further comments about the site and how to progress the site creating more jobs 
for Buckingham I would be pleased to meet with you. 

56 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
17 

Q.1 Comment:  I am not sure why all these new houses are needed. Buckingham 
does not have the employment opportunities so it is quite probable that new 
occupiers would commute elsewhere 

NPPF requires positive planning for sustainable 
development. EE1 allocates additional employment 
land. 

57  Q.2 Comment: There is nothing in the information leaflet to explain DHE 1-10 Copies of full plan are available on the website and 
at Buckingham Library. 

58  Q.3 Comment: There does not appear to be any plans for new healthcare or 
leisure facilities other than the current upgrade to the Swan Pool 

The NHS has indicated that proposed development 
would require approximately one and a half GPs. 
The BNDP cannot dictate otherwise. CLH policies 
outline fully the improvements in healthcare and 
leisure. 

59 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
18 

Q.1 Comment: Buckingham does not need anymore large scale developments NPPF requires positive planning for sustainable 
development. 

60  Q.3 Comment: I hope it includes something for teenagers Sports facilities and new community buildings 
should provide further opportunities. 

61  Q.6 Comment: I have not seen the entire document so no comment Copies of full plan are available on the website and 
at Buckingham Library 

62 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
19 

Q.1 Comment: Sites H and G: Too far from amenities for young families. 
Encourage more vehicle use. Intrusive to existing houses and families on 
Tingewick Road. Traffic danger on Tingewick Rd. Destroys setting of Buckingham 
Church from the West (see previous planning Inspector's Report from 2001) Site 
H is completely isolated from the town. 

Sites are closer to Town Centre than Page Hill, 
most of Badgers estate; & new development on 
Moreton Road. I1 also seeks integration. 
Any traffic danger can be addressed in Transport 
Strategy for Buckingham. 
The Planning Inspector’s report from 2001 identified 
a preference between two sites, Moreton Road and 
Tingewick Road; Moreton Road was preferred on 
the basis of preserving view. However, Moreton 
Road is now built out, and further housing sites 



need to be developed. The site specific 
requirements for Site G seek to preserve views by 
creating a buffer. 

63  Q.2 Comment: These plans are well-meaning but irrelevant. Developers will do as 
they wish and if the DHE suffers, there is nothing to stop them. 

The Design Guide will make requirements, and will 
also consider overall viability for the development 
as required by NPPF. 

64  Q.3 Comment: Not much will be done. This accompanied a strongly agree to this question. 

65  Q.4 Comment: Bias towards housing on town centre sites destroys hope of 
improving retail/employment. (Rear of Market Hill). Not much potential for car 
parking. 

Planning permission has already been given for 
Market Hill, if this should lapse without 
development, EE2 & EE3 would support retail use; 
EE2; EE3 & EE4 seek to ensure vibrancy/vitality of 
town centre. EE5 seeks to allocate potential car 
parking sites. 

66  Q.5 Comment: Para 11: road links into Town overloaded. AVDC gives permission 
for new housing where streets too narrow for service and emergency vehicles e.g. 
Lace Hill, and Maids Moreton.This is wishful thinking. 

Comment will be passed into Transport Strategy for 
Buckingham; I1 states: “New roads must be built to 
a specification in accordance with adoption by the 
County Council. All roads with the potential for on-
street parking must be wide enough to also 
accommodate the movements of service vehicles at 
the same time.” 
 
 

67 Cathy 
Harrison for 
Environmen
t Agency 

 Design, heritage and environment  
We are pleased to see the inclusion of the environment and the following 
objective: To maintain and increase the Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity of 
Buckingham. We welcome the policies pertaining to this objective, in particular 
Policy DHE4, which identifies the aim to seek a net gain in biodiversity. This is 
consistent with paragraph 109 of the National Planning policy Framework. The 
Biodiversity code of practice should be spelt with a ‘c’.  

Support welcomed – grammatical error will be 
corrected. 

68  With regard to Policy DHE7, we recommend that the proposed extension to the 
riverside walk along the river Great Ouse is mentioned in the text and that lighting 
would not be appropriate here. We also recommend that the policy identifies the 
importance of undeveloped buffer zones for watercourses as wildlife corridors, 
which should be free from built development including lighting, domestic gardens 
and formal landscaping. We recommend a buffer zone of least 8 metres measured 
from top of bank.  
 

Support welcomed – a buffer zone as suggested 
will be included in the Submission Version. 

69  Infrastructure  
We very much welcome the inclusion of Policy I10, which takes account of the 
lack of capacity at the Buckingham Sewage Treatment Works and the potential for 
foul water flooding and pollution of the water environment.  

Support welcomed 



70 Radclive-
cum-
Chackmore 
Parish 
Council 
[Statutory 
Consultee] 

Radclive-cum-Chackmore Parish Council would like to be kept informed about 
possible developments regarding reserve site M. 
 

As a statutory consultee, the Parish Council will be 
consulted at Submission Consultation. The Town 
Council will endeavour to keep the Parish Council 
informed re Site M but it is a reserve site, and it is 
not envisaged that it will be brought forward before 
the allocations are complete and/or other conditions 
have occurred. 

71 Matthew 
Green 
Director 
Broadland 
Developmen
ts 
 

Thank you for your email about the consultation.  I have no comments other than 
to support the proposal, I think it is a well thought out and balanced plan. 
 

Comment welcomed 

72 Tom 
Hutchinson 
BA MA 
MRTPI 
Associate 
Planner 
 
On behalf of 
 
Howard 
Sharp & 
Partners 
LLP 
79 Great 
Peter Street 
Westminster 
SW1P 2EZ 
 

I write on behalf of Land and Partners Ltd who are promoting Site 31:  
Land east of cricket ground to Otter Brook, Bourton Road, Buckingham. 
 
Our representations are as follows: 
 
The Plan is welcomed as a positively prepared document with a sound vision and 
objectives. However, we object to the lack of clear policy for realising the 
opportunities to enhance development alongside the River Great Ouse. Sites that 
are related in visual and ecological terms to the river and the wider Heartlands 
corridor - such as land east of the cricket ground - have a part to play in providing 
new and improved wildlife habitats and managing the riverside corridor. This could 
include opening up public access and pedstrian/cycle river crossings where 
appropriate. Policy CHL10 is focused on the continuation and expansion of the 
Riverside Walk linear route (along one side of the 
river) and we suggest that the policy could be more positive on the wider 
landscaped setting and wildlife corridor aspects, which embrace more than the 
extension of the Riverside Walk itself. We would be happy to suggest appropriate 
wording if this is an area you would be looking for further dialogue and input with 
landowners alongside the river. 
 
I hope these comments are of assistance and we look forward to participating in 
the next stage of the Plan process. 
 
By the way, Appendix 3 wrongly refers to CLH11 rather than CLH10. 
 

 
 
Oversight re Appendix 3 noted – thank you. 
 
 
AVDC is satisfied with biodiversity policies as 
stated. 
As to potential crossing over river, it is unlikely that 
Environment Agency would be happy with another 
crossing, and to provide the height that might be 
acceptable and the access required to such a high 
bridge, would seriously encroach on any area given 
to wildlife. 
 
NPPF limits development on flood plains. 
 
The offer of assistance is acknowledged, but this is 
not an area in which any further amendment is 
desired. 

73 Martha Ines 
Ortegon 

First of all, I welcome the extension of the Consultation period. 
  

Noted  



Buckingham 
Town Plot 
Owners 
Association 

 

74  Second, as I have requested many times with supported reasons, I would 
appreciate your department includes in the Planning Policies in the proposed 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan that is going to be voted in a 
referendum, the allocation of the land identified as N or 58 in the Site Assessment 
Pre-submission Consultation Version for self build 63 new dwellings by the owners 
of the small plots in which this land N or 58 has been subdivided with the 
complicity of the Land Registry Office. 
 

Site N was not allocated. Reasons for Site N not 
being allocated are outlined in the Sustainability 
Appraisal.  

75  The N or 58 land is adjacent to the land identified as M or 21, which has been 
designated as a Reserved Housing Area in the BNDP and was not considered too 
remote in the Site Assessment, being that both lands are within the same distance 
from the town centre. 
  
Comparing the sites, the land N or 58 and the land M or 21, I do not see 
substantial differences between them. By the contrary, excepting their size, they 
are quite similar and there is a principle of law which is where there are the same 
facts, the same legal consequence is applicable, otherwise there is a potential 
discriminatory decision. 
  
The only substantial difference that I see is that, the land N or 58 has multiples 
owners and this fact makes no possible its economic exploitation as agricultural 
land. The land currently is not used as agricultural and it is abandoned. The only 
possible use is to build homes so badly needed.  

Site M is a reserve site, and will not be developed if 
all the other residential sites come forward, or may 
come forward if further need is shown.  
 
Site N is considered too remote from the town to be 
developed during the lifetime of the Plan. Reasons 
for Site N not being allocated are outlined in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. 

76  With the dully respect Sir, I do not understand the myopia of the Planning 
Committee of Buckingham Town Council. Perhaps the Planning committee would 
be happier with some travellers living in that land, this is another option that I am 
exploring as well, to sell to them the land, in case that we cannot have a positive 
answer  allocating the land for self build our homes. 
  
I invite your Committee to have an open vision of the future of the town, to take 
the advantage of this democratic and expensive process and consider as well 
allocating the land identifies with the numbers 23 to 28, 1 and 2 as Reserved 
Housing Area.   

Other land was not available, massive expansion of 
the town is unwanted and un needed. The Town 
Council have undertaken 4 years of public 
consultation on aspects of the Plan with large input 
from the community and stakeholders, possibly 
make the Plan the most consulted upon in the 
Country. 
If the option to sell to travellers is something you 
wish to proceed with we suggest you contact AVDC 
and Buckinghamshire County Council. 

77  Finally, I insist, we have right to have a home, we have the land. Why the Planning 
Committee impedes us this fundamental right? I want to recall your Committee 
that the referendum will have the last say for that reason, I request to include the 
land N or 58 in the BNDP and leave the people in the referendum to decide.  

As the respondent has stated the Plan will go to a 
referendum, however, through the consultation we 
have held there was very little support for site N, 
which also struggles with the SA assessment. 



78 Emma 
Green, 
Bucks 
County 
Council 

Thank you for inviting Buckinghamshire County Council to comment on the pre-
submission Neighbourhood Development Plan for Buckingham. Our observations 
around transport policy, sustainability and archaeology are detailed below. We 
would like to take this opportunity to draw your attention to our now adopted 
Memorandum of Understanding for Neighbourhood Planning, which details the 
role and expectations of the County Council with regards to the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan process

1
. 

 

Noted 

79  The County Council welcomes the removal of the proposal to ‘safeguard’ land for 
both a western and southern bypass around Buckingham. As you will be aware 
from earlier correspondence and previous pre-submission responses, the 
aspirational bypasses were not recognised by the County Council as infrastructure 
explicitly necessary to deliver planned growth in Buckingham and as such had no 
plans to deliver either bypass within the Plan period. We urged the Town Council 
to remove reference to this proposal accordingly and are now satisfied that our 
concerns have been taken forward in the re-working of the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan.    
 

Noted 

80  We are encouraged by the pro-active approach shown in the pre-submission NDP 
with regard to walking and cycling activity and welcome the continued reference to 
the need for improved cycling and walking facilities.  This highlights the Town 
Council’s strong commitment to encouraging and facilitating active travel across 
the town and beyond, with particular reference to the objective to:  
 

 Improve movement into and around the town in a healthy and safe manner; 
specifically cycling, walking and ease of access for the disabled.   

 
This objective is strengthened by the identification of cycle routes as important 
infrastructure throughout the town. Cycle routes should be realised as a key 
element in improvement proposals, particularly those that enhance access across 
the town and to core destinations and settlements.  
 
The County Council is working with the Town Council to identify and assess in 
further detail the aspirations and progress of the Buckingham Cycling Strategy. It 
is therefore very positive that the pre-submission NDP refers to the fact that all 
cycling and walking routes are to be agreed by both the County Council and the 
Town Council. This echoes the co-ordinated partnership approach we are aiming 
to achieve with regards to the delivery and enhancement of walking and cycling 
facilities. 

Welcomed 

                                                           
1
 The agreed Memorandum of Understanding can be viewed here: https://democracy.buckscc.gov.uk/documents/s55061/Appendix%201%20-%20Memorandum%20of%20Understanding.pdf  

https://democracy.buckscc.gov.uk/documents/s55061/Appendix%201%20-%20Memorandum%20of%20Understanding.pdf


81  With reference to archaeological matters, the County Council maintain the local 
Historic Environment Record and provide expert advice on archaeology and 
related areas. Paragraph 128 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
states that information held in the relevant historic environment record should be 
consulted and expert advice obtained where necessary. The historic environment 
forms a core planning principal of the National Planning Policy Framework and is 
recognised as a non-renewable, outstanding and distinctive resource that 
contributes to Buckinghamshire’s economy, tourism, education, culture and 
community identity. Understanding the heritage value of a Neighbourhood 
Planning Area is an important part of developing a Neighbourhood Development 
Plan.  
 
At section 2.41: The Character of Buckingham, we are pleased to see recognition 
of the importance of the town’s history and historic buildings. We encourage 
reference throughout the Plan to information contained in the Buckinghamshire 
Historic Towns Assessment report for Buckingham (2008), as well as the Historic 
Environment Record, regarding the town’s heritage and archaeological assets. 
According to the NPPF, a heritage asset is considered to be a building, 
monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of 
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage 
interest. Heritage assets include those designated as so and those assets 
identified by the local planning authority (including local listing).    
 
We welcome that Design, Heritage and Environment have been recognised as 
one of the six themes that have been identified within Section 3: Vision and 
Objectives as being important to the town. While we support policies DHE1 and 
DHE2 however, the Neighbourhood Development Plan should look beyond the 
built and natural environment to the historic landscape, settlement pattern and 
buried archaeology of the wider area. We recommend that this objective also 
includes a policy along the following lines:  
 
Development proposals will sustain Buckingham’s local distinctiveness and 
character and protect Buckingham’s historic environment and assets according to 
their international, national and local significance through the following measures: 
 
Protect, conserve and enhance the historic environment of designated and 
undesignated heritage assets and their settings, including historic landscapes, 
settlements, Conservation Areas, archaeological sites, parks and gardens and 
historic buildings. 
 
Reference should also be made throughout the Plan to saved Policy GP59: 

As regards saved policies, we had been advised 
not to repeat existing policies either at Local Plan 
level or NPPF, unless there was a specific local 
significance. 
 
The proposed policy would seem to address the 
requirements of the NPPF, so the above advice has 
been applied. 
 
As to Archaeological assessments, we understand 
this to be a requirement of the planning application 
process, and as such not necessarily an issue at 
Site Assessment.  
 
In cases were such a process was to deter 
development, there is provision in Reserve Site M. 
 
DHE1 has been amended to reflect suggested 
policy 



Preservation of Archaeological Remains of the adopted Aylesbury Vale Local 
Plan.  
 
As above, we welcome that Culture, Leisure Health have been recognised as one 
of the six themes that have been identified as being important to the town. This is 
furthered by the inclusion of policy CLH8 regarding the preservation of St 
Rumbold’s Well (a Scheduled Monument). 
 
Within Section 9: Economy and Education – Allocation of Land, neither the 
County’s Historic Environment Record nor Planning Archaeologists appear to 
have been consulted on the proposed development areas. Having looked at the 
HER for a number of these proposed sites it contains records that would lead us 
to recommend investigation along the lines of a desk based assessment, 
archaeological geophysical survey and potentially trial trenching. Depending on 
the scale of proposed development these works would usually be required as part 
of the evidence base for any application. As such we would encourage reference 
be made as appropriate throughout the Plan

2
.  

82 Martin 
Small, 
English 
Heritage 

We welcome the early recognition of the historic significance of Buckingham in 
paragraph 2.2 and the description of the character of Buckingham in paragraphs 
2.41 - 2.48. We particularly welcome the additional information about the heritage 
of the town as we have previously suggested.  
 
However, also as previously suggested, reference could also be made to locally 
listed buildings and any other heritage assets or archaeological interest, 
information on which should be available from the relevant Historic Environment 
Record (maintained by either Aylesbury Vale District Council or Buckinghamshire 
County Council). (National Planning Practice Guidance states “In addition, and 
where relevant, neighbourhood plans need to include enough information about 
local non-designated heritage assets including sites of archaeological interest to 
guide decisions”). 

Support welcomed 
 
 
 
 
 
We are in the fortunate provision that most of our 
historic assets are listed or designated in some 
form. DHE1 amended to reflect the task highlighted. 

83  As before, we welcome and support the identification of “Design, heritage and 
environment” as a theme important to the town and the objectives to “conserve 
and enhance the town’s historic environment and its setting” and “provide 
minimum design requirements to ensure appropriate development in the town...”.  

Support welcomed 

84  We continue to welcome and support the advocacy of better transport links with 
Stowe Landscape Garden as part of the Buckingham Transport Strategy in 
paragraph 4.14. We also welcome and support the reference to the conservation 
and enhancement of the town’s historic environment and its setting in paragraph 

Support welcomed 

                                                           
2
 For HER information please contact: Julia Wise (HER Officer) t. 01926 382072 e. juwise@buckscc.gov.uk  

mailto:juwise@buckscc.gov.uk


4.20. 

85  As previously advised, according to our records, sites C, G and K contain 
designated heritage assets (the Grade II listed Rose Cottage, St Rumbold’s Well 
Scheduled Ancient Monuments and the Grade II listed 62, Well Street 
respectively). Site K also lies within the Buckingham Conservation Area. Site J is 
close to St Rumbold’s Well. In addition, any of the potential development sites 
may have archaeological interest and the Historic Environment Record should be 
consulted and the advice of the County Archaeologist sought. 

Noted – policies and site assessments will be 
checked to ensure that the changes have taken 
place. 
 
Archaeological Assessment will form part of the 
Planning Process. 

86  We continue to welcome the requirement (now in paragraph 6.14) that the density 
of development on windfall sites should create a character that is appropriate to 
the site’s context. However, we are disappointed that the addition of the 
requirement that the development of the site should not adversely affect the 
significance of any heritage asset as previously requested and welcomed now 
appears to have been removed. 

Advice received that this would be covered by 
NPPF and that as such it was not necessary to 
repeat. 

87  We welcome and support Policy DHE1 in its own right, but are dismayed to see 
that it has replaced rather than complemented the former Policy DH1. We suspect 
this may be one of the policies that your outside consultants have advised you to 
remove.  
 
However, we consider that the Plan should include a policy for the conservation 
and enhancement of the town’s historic environment and heritage assets therein, 
particularly the Conservation Area. Such a policy could be tailored to meet the 
local circumstances of Buckingham and would be consistent with the Plan’s 
objective to “conserve and enhance the town’s historic environment and its 
setting”. We note that, in contrast to the absence of a policy for the historic 
environment, the Plan retains six policies related to biodiversity, although Policies 
DHE3 and DHE6 appear to be the same.  
 

This was the advice received from Tibbalds, to 
provide a more comprehensive piece of work with 
strong evidence behind it 
 
 
Any concerns that are highlighted will be 
considered and form a key part of the Buckingham 
Design Guide, which has as one of its key aims will 
be to conserve and enhance Buckingham’s 
Conservation Area. It is felt that by ensuring all 
design and heritage aspects of the town are 
collated and addressed in a separate specific 
document [which is linked to BNDP] this will give 
the best consideration and protection. 
DHE1 wording has been amended to reflect 
concerns 

88  We welcome and support Policy CLH7 for its recognition of and reference to the 
historic significance of the former and current canal arm. We also welcome and 
support Policy CLH8 and supporting paragraphs 8.17 and 8.18 and the addition to 
Policy EE1 of the requirement for development at Site C to recognise and protect 
the Grade II listed Rose Cottage adjacent to the site. We also welcome the 
revision of Policy I6 “......without adversely affecting the significance of a listed 
building or its setting......”. 

Support welcomed 

89  We welcome the requirement for a Design Brief  setting out the principles for 
development but we regret the removal of the detailed requirements for Design 
and Access Statements formerly set out in paragraphs 12.1 - 12.7, the lack of any 
reference to the National Planning Policy Framework’s requirement for applicants 

We have been advised not to reproduce NPPF 
within policies and as it is envisioned that what was 
section 12 would be replaced through the new 
design guide under DHE1 but not response to 



to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected by their development 
proposal, including any contribution made by their setting, at a level of detail 
proportionate to the assets’ importance, and the removal of the requirements of 
and statements formerly in paragraphs 12.10 - 12.15. 
 

comment 81 & 87 above. 

90  We welcome and support the requirement for buffer strip bordering the Tingewick 
Road to protect the views of the town, especially the grade I listed parish church, 
and a new park featuring St Rumbold’s Well in the box for Site G on page 65, 
although we would still welcome a requirement within the box for the significance 
of the Well to be respected, particularly in the absence of any overall historic 
environment policy in the Plan. 
 

Support welcomed changes will be made to 
strengthen the significance of the Well. 

91  We would also welcome a requirement for development on Site J to respect the 
significance of St Rumbold’s Well. Whilst we welcome the references to the 
conservation area in paragraph 12.29 and the grade II listed 62, Well Street in 
paragraph 12.30, we would prefer to see corresponding requirements set out in 
the box for Site K on page 70. 
 

Changes will be implemented reflecting the 
comments 

92  Do these boxes have the status of Plan policies? If not, then the Plan needs to 
include some way of giving force to the requirements set out in these boxes, 
otherwise there will be no obligation on any developer to take them into account in 
their proposals e.g. amending the box/policy 64 to read “setting out the principles 
of development for each site as set out in this section. This Brief must.......planning 
application. Development proposals will be expected to comply with these 
requirements”. 
 

The requirements in Section 4 are required through 
the policies of the Plan 
The boxed areas contain the words of the policy. 

93  We hope these comments are helpful. We are grateful for all the amendments that 
have been made to the Plan in response to our previous comments. As before, 
please contact me if you have any queries or wish to discuss any aspect of the 
historic environment in Buckingham. 
 

Comments are noted 

94 Stephen 
Walford, 
Bucks CC 
on request 
for a 
statement in 
relation to 
this issue 

No strategic or site-specific assessment of traffic impact has been undertaken at 
Neighbourhood Plan level. As para 32 of the NPPF makes perfectly clear, all 
developments that generate significant amounts of movement should be 
supported by a TA or TS. The county council would require this of site promoters 
as developments are worked up prior to any application for planning approval. If it 
transpires that these developments cannot be brought forward in a form that 
achieves the ‘severe residual impact’ test, then the county council’s advice to the 
District Council will reflect this in order that it can be considered within the 
determination of the planning application. 

These comments are noted 

95 David  Noted 



Green, Delta 
Planning for 
the 
University 
of 
Buckingham 

 Response on behalf of The University of Buckingham  
On behalf of The University of Buckingham we have been instructed to submit 
representations to the Pre-Submission Consultation Version of the Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Plan (BNP). 

96  Paragraphs 1.7- How the Plan fits into the Planning System  
We are in support of this paragraph. In particular support is given to the 
identification of the allocation of 400 student units to support the projected growth 
of The University of Buckingham. 

Comment welcomed 

97  Paragraph 2.7 – Living including population and housing  
It is acknowledged that there are local concerns with regard to the increasing cost 
of private rental accommodation as students seek accommodation in close 
proximity to the campus. The University is addressing this issue through providing 
a long term plan for expansion including on-site dedicated student 
accommodation. 

Comment welcomed 

98  Paragraphs 2.17 and 2.18 – The University of Buckingham  
We are in general support of the commentary on the University of Buckingham 
within these paragraphs. In particular, support is given to the recognition of the 
University’s aims for expansion and the acknowledgement that the University is a 
major employer within the town as well as providing significant input into the 
town’s economy. 

Comment welcomed 

99  Paragraph 2.48 – The Distinct Areas of Buckingham  
We are in support of this paragraph. In particular, where the University is 
described as being located within the western approach to the town where there is 
a mixture of renovated buildings and purpose built accommodation. 

Comment welcomed 

100  Paragraph 3.6- Objectives  
A series of 12 objectives are set out in this paragraph. Support is given to the 
objective that seeks to help enable effective education across all tiers in 
Buckingham; and ensure that links to and from the local economy are established. 

Comment welcome 

101  Paragraphs 4.1 and 4.3 – Vision  
These paragraphs set out a vision of Buckingham in 2031. Support is given to the 
allocation of an additional 400 rooms to accommodate the expansion of The 
University of Buckingham. 

Comment welcomed 

102  Paragraph 4.6 – Employment Land  
It is noted that the plan states that with the provision of housing on the Tingewick 
Road Industrial Estate and the conversion of the Inov8 site to education, this 
would result in the loss of 7.5 ha of employment land which needs to be taken into 
account when deciding on an employment land allocation. It should be recognised 
however, that the Inov8 site has been redundant since 2009 and has not provided 
any employment on the site for more than 5 years, furthermore, there is no 

Amended figure should be 14.3 ha 
 
In planning terms, the loss of Inov8 is still loss of 
employment land, and has been redundant for part 
of the time due to acquisition by University and 
intervening time developing plans for it. 
Educational use is a separate planning use. 



reasonable prospect of the site coming forward for further employment use. 
Notwithstanding this, the plans to develop the site for teaching and student 
accommodation will create new jobs, skills and learning and the proposed uses 
are far more compatible with the surrounding character of the area. 

It is acknowledged that this may provide some 
additional employment when developed. 

103  Paragraph 4.15 – Green Spaces and Policy CLH9- Protection of existing 
Green Space  
Objection is raised to the allocation of the Ford Meadow ground as designated 
Local Green Space. Advice contained within NPPF at paragraphs 77 and 78 
states that Local Green Space designations will not be appropriate for most green 
areas or open space. This designation should only be used:  

serves;  

particular local significance; for example because of its beauty; historic 
significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or 
richness of wildlife; and  

of land.  
 
Furthermore, NPPF states that local policy for managing development within a 
Local Green Space should be consistent with policy for Green Belts.  
The University has acquired the Ford Meadow site and it has a covenant on the 
site which limits its use for sport. The University have no plans to develop the site 
for anything other than sports use. However, it is considered that the protection of 
the covenant for the future use of the site is enough protection and that its 
allocation within the Neighbourhood Plan as Local Green Space is far too 
restrictive and inappropriate for what is essentially a private sports facility. It is 
considered that the site should not be afforded the same status as Green Belt 
policy in respect of managing its development. In particular, in respect of the 
provision of facilities for outdoor sport within the Green Belt, policy requires 
appropriate development which preserves the openness of the Green Belt. It is 
considered that this test is far too restrictive on this site and could inhibit the ability 
to provide adequate changing rooms and associated facilities that may be 
required to properly service the use of the site in the future. 

The steering group has pointed out that the 
designation applies only to the football pitch. The 
steering group is of the continued opinion that a 
covenant is easily removable at law, and does not 
offer sufficient protection on its own. 
The University’s statement as to its intention to 
keep the use to sport is welcomed however. 
It is felt that the Greenbelt status allows sufficient 
opportunity to develop the pitch for outdoor sports. 

104  Policy HP2 – Allocate land for 400 new rooms for University expansion  
We are in general support of this Policy subject to a number of amendments set 
out below:  

ion with Policy EE9 but 
should be a standalone policy. Therefore the last sentence of the policy should be 
deleted.  

Given comments to paragraph 2.7 the University 
will be aware of the problems caused to the housing 
market in Buckingham by the rapid expansion in 
student numbers without concurrent expansion of 
student accommodation that does not impact 
significantly on the private housing market. 



considered that the last sentence should be removed which requires such 
expansion to be delivered concordantly with teaching facilities. Whilst it is the 
University’s desire to provide both teaching and student accommodation, it is 
considered that it is not the place of the Neighbourhood Plan to dictate the order in 
which accommodation should be brought forward. Indeed planning permission has 
been approved for the site which does not control this phasing therefore the policy 
is not enforceable and does not meet the basic conditions and should be 
amended accordingly. Supporting paragraph 6.6 should be deleted in its entirety 
for the reasons set out above.  
 

105  Policy EE8 – Land allocated to University of Buckingham expansion  
We are in general support of this Policy subject to a number of amendments set 
out below:  

should be a standalone policy.  
-submission 

Neighbourhood Plan is supported however, it is considered that this does not go 
far enough. For the same reasons as stated above, it is considered that 
supporting paragraphs 9.22 and 9.23 of this current version of the Plan should 
also be deleted in their entirety. Whilst it is the University’s desire to provide both 
teaching and student accommodation there are many factors which will dictate 
programming and it is not the place of the Neighbourhood Plan to dictate how the 
accommodation should be brought forward. It is considered that the wording of 
these paragraphs as currently drafted are unduly restrictive and do not accord with 
the recently approved planning consent for the site and would hamper the future 
plans of the University’s expansion. It should be noted that it is not in the 
University’s interest to provide additional teaching space on site without the 
provision of student accommodation, however it is imperative that the University 
should be responsible for how this accommodation is brought forward and it 
should not be dictated by the neighbourhood plan policy. It is considered that the 
policy as currently drafted does not meet the basic conditions as it does not 
accord with planning permission approved with the site and could hamper 
achieving the objectives of sustainable development.  
 

The policy is aimed at future as much as current 
expansion of the University, and as such remains 
supported by the Steering Group. 
 
The policy promotes sustainable development from 
the whole town viewpoint which is the aim of 
Neighbourhood Planning.  

106 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
20 

Q.1 Comment: I am not opposed to the plan as such but I do have concerns over 
the proposed Site M in terms of adverse landscape/visual impact, poor 
relationship to the town but my biggest concern is to the potential flood risk. 

Site M is a reserve site. Drainage issues will be 
dealt with by requirement to install SUDS, and the 
Planning Application process, would address 
positioning of the houses in relation to landscape 
and impact, on a large site with an allocation of 300 
homes 

107  Q.6 Comment: I would like to know exactly what BTC want to use the money for. I The Plan period is over 20 years. The Plan sets out 



think that any use of the money should be clear and transparent. If the idea is to 
raise money from developers in order to fund other big projects like a bypass then 
we would like that made clear. It would also be nice to know how much money is 
raised from developer contributions and for the community to have a say in how 
we would like such money spent. 

priorities for cycleways and pathways improvement; 
support for Buckingham Transport Strategy, which 
is a developing document; and for improved sports 
facilities and a multi-functional community building. 
Community Infrastructure Levy is not yet available 
in AVDC but when it is, 25% will come to 
Buckingham Town Council for projects to support 
development. S.106 agreements will be limited to 
projects meeting criteria under para.s 121 & 122 of 
the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 
2010 [as amended in 2013]. Although AVDC has 
not yet set a Charging Schedule Rate for CIL, it is 
highly unlikely that the amounts involved would fund 
a by-pass, and also thus unable to state what 
figures will be involved. CIL can also take the form 
of payments in kind such as land. As always 
Buckingham Town Council will always listen to 
suggestion for community needs, but will also have 
to work within what can be provided by the 
legislative requirements, which are outside its 
control. 

108 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
21 

No specific comments made  

109 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
22 

No specific comments made  

110 Survey 
Monkey 
Respondent 
23 

No specific comments made  

111 Martin White We have now seen the revised BNDP and note that Site M is still shown as a 
reserve site.  Indeed,  whilst the site is smaller than the previous plan by now 
maintaining within the Town boundary, the scale of development proposed 
remains the same at 300 houses plus sports facilities, in other words at a much 
higher development density. 
 

Most of the land that was removed from Site M was 
part of Flood Zone 3 and would have been 
unusable for housing development under the 
policies of the plan, it was envisioned that it would 
have green space/sports and amenity land. 

112  As residents of Radclive, our initial concerns expressed on the original plan 
remain.  Firstly, there would continue to be an adverse visual impact towards the 

The question of drainage would be addressed by 
SUDs; the technical requirements would be 



historic vista of Buckingham, still not addressing the safeguarding of views of the 
church of St Peter and St Paul.  Secondly, enhanced by the proposed density of 
development at Site M we believe that there would be an enhanced risk of run off 
induced flooding back up at the river Great Ouse into Radclive, again we believe 
not addressed adequately by the plan and its appendices. 
 

calculated at the planning stage. Neither the 
Environment Agency nor Anglian Water nor 
Buckingham County Council as statutory 
consultees with specific remits in this area, have 
raised comments or objections over three pre-
submission consultations. In addition there is a 
clear policy ensuring that housing is not constructed 
on the flood plain. The view of St. Peter and St. 
Paul is protect through the Site requirements for 
Site G. 

113  In addition, although the previously proposed western bypass has been 
withdrawn, comment is made to encourage developers to contribute to the 
infrastructure around Buckingham.  This also therefore, remains a concern that 
the previous plan may be resurrected for a completely inappropriate route and 
facilitating further development. 
 

The Plan period is over 20 years. The Plan sets out 
priorities for cycleways and pathways improvement; 
support for Buckingham Transport Strategy, which 
is a developing document; and for improved sports 
facilities and a multi-functional community building. 
Community Infrastructure Levy is not yet available 
in AVDC but when it is, 25% will come to 
Buckingham Town Council for projects to support 
development. S.106 agreements will be limited to 
projects meeting criteria under para.s 121 & 122 of 
the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 
2010 [as amended in 2013]. Although AVDC has 
not yet set a Charging Schedule Rate for CIL, it is 
highly unlikely that the amounts involved would fund 
a by-pass. As always Buckingham Town Council 
will always listen to suggestion for community 
needs, but will also have to work within what can be 
provided by the legislative requirements, which are 
outside its control. 

114 David Lock, 
Hallam Land 
Managemen
t 

Hallam Land Management (HLM) welcomes the initiative of the Town Council in 
drawing up the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan ‘the Plan’. HLM 
note and welcomes the extensive programme of consultation which has been 
undertaken with all stakeholders, this has led to a comprehensive and robust 
evidence base to accompany the Plan.  
HLM support the Plan’s principles and objectives and is keen to continue to work 
with members and stakeholders in Buckingham to bring forward sustainable 
development that benefits the local community now and in the future. In so doing 
HLM note that there is further work to be undertaken as part of a detailed design 
process to develop and refine the proposals in the plan consistent with its 
principles and objectives. 
HLM have made comments on previous versions of the Plan, most recently the 

Comments are noted 



‘Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan: Pre Submission Consultation – 
June 2014.’ HLM, note a number of alterations have been made, including the 
alterations of existing policies and the inclusion of additional policies. 
Whilst HLM does have some remaining areas that they consider should be 
amended (which are set out below), in making these points HLM would reiterate 
that generally such concerns relate to detailed matters of wording and not to 
matters that go to the heart of the plan. Our comments aim to ensure that that the 
framework put in place is clear yet offers the scope for the detailed development 
of proposals to progress within the general parameters of the Plan. Whilst we 
make new observations on the amended and additional policies there is a degree 
of repetition from earlier representations which I include in one place in these 
representations for convenience. 

115  Vision and Objectives 
HLM continues to support the vision and objectives set out in section 3 of the 
Plan. The Vision of Buckingham in 2031 is a shared vision, which articulates a 
positive vision for the future of Buckingham which supports economic growth by 
promoting the delivery of jobs and homes. It is also believed that they remain 
consistent with the principles of sustainable development as defined in the NPPF. 
The Plan is consistent with both the NPPF and the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG) as the document has provided an opportunity for local people 
to shape their neighbourhood. HLM support the Vision of Buckingham in 2031. It 
is considered that the Vision articulates a positive vision for the future of 
Buckingham which supports and encourages economic development; in order to 
deliver homes, business and industrial units, infrastructure and a thriving town 
centre in order to meet needs. 
The vision embraces the presumption in favour sustainable development, as the 
golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking in the NPPF. 
The Plan promotes the sustainable growth of Buckingham by actively managing 
patterns of growth to make use of existing public transport, walking and cycling. 
The Plan has been tested for sustainability with the outcomes set out in the 
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal. 
 

Comments are welcome 

116  Policy HP1 – Allocate land for 617 new dwellings. 
HLM generally supports the allocation of some 617 dwellings and the reserve site 
as set out in 
Policy HP1. 
We welcome the additional acknowledgment that the allocated number of 
dwellings for each site is indicative and to be reviewed at the applications stage 
which will allow for site capacities to be developed in conjunction with design work 
to secure the most sustainable outcomes that the Plan aspires to. 
HLM notes that the Plan is based on a district wide housing figure of 9,880 homes 

It is welcomed that the respondent recognises that 
the Plan meets the “dimensions of sustainable 
development”. The housing figures have been 
updated with new information from DCLG to include 
the most recent central government expectations. 
The Steering Group [and the residents of the town 
through consultation] feel that the Plan carries 
through the feeling of the NPPF “to boost 
significantly the supply of housing”. As the town will 



of the period 2011-2021 which has been adjusted for 2011-2031. Aylesbury Vale 
District Council (AVDC) is in the early stages of preparing its evidence in relation 
to economic growth and housing need following the withdrawal of the Vale of 
Aylesbury Plan (VAP). It is in our view likely that the level of Objectively Assessed 
Need (OAN) in the District will be significantly higher than this estimate. 
In order to meet the basic conditions the Plan needs to be in accordance with the 
NPPF, “to boost significantly the supply of housing” (para. 47). The NPPF also 
requires housing applications to be considered in the context of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development (para. 49). Buckingham fulfils the three 
dimensions of sustainable development as defined by the NPPF (para. 7) 
(economic, social and environmental), as it contributes to a strong economy 
ensuring that there is sufficient land of the right type in the correct locations; 
supports strong, vibrant healthy communities by providing the supply of housing 
required to meet the needs of the present and future generations; and, 
contributions to a low carbon economy by allocating sites in locations to enable 
future residents to walk and cycle and utilise public transport. 
In light of the above HLM believes that there should be a degree of flexibility and 
welcome the inclusion of the reserve site. It is worth noting that a housing target is 
a minimum and does not set an upper limit, in light of growing housing need 
across the district and Buckinghamshire, alongside the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development it may be appropriate to bring forward the reserve site in 
advance of the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan. 

be providing over 2,000 dwellings over the Plan 
period, an increase of over 40% of the housing 
stock. 

117  Policy HP3 – Allocated land for self-build 
HLM support the principle of an element of self-build on Site H and welcome the 
removal of quantums of self-build units. This allows for flexibility to reflect market 
circumstances. 

Comments are noted 

118  Policy HP5 – Provide Affordable Housing 
HLM note the increase in affordable housing levels provision from 30% in June 
2014 to 35% (prior to this it was 35% in January 2015). This is not in line with 
AVDC’s Affordable Housing Policy Interim Position Statement (June 2014). This 
position statement sets out that Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan (AVDLP) policy 
GP.2 remains the development plan policy basis for seeking the provision of 
affordable housing. Policy GP.2 states that the District Council will negotiate a 
minimum of 20% and up to 30% affordable housing on sites of 25 or more 
dwellings or 1ha or more. 
Furthermore, the June 2014 update states that: 
“the evidence gathered for VAP (namely the HEGA and CIL Viability Study) 
justifies the Council’s expectation that 30% affordable housing is provided on sites 
of 25 or more dwellings or sites of 1ha or more” 
There is no evidence that the Buckingham Development Plan has undertaken 
further assessments to justify the increase in affordable housing provision. The 

Given the demonstrated need for affordable homes 
set out in the Evidence Base [40%+ of local 
population cannot afford house on the open market, 
and actual waiting list figures from AVDC], and also 
the considerable support given to more affordable 
homes in Buckingham throughout all stages of 
consultation, the figure of 35% as supported by the 
CIL Viability Study by Dixon Searle for AVDC 2012, 
was adopted. It is qualified by “subject to viability”, 
and is supported by AVDC.  



only justification for the increase of affordable housing provision is set out in 
footnote 29 of the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan, which refers to outdated 
Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 2007, the revoked South 
East Plan and conformity with the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. None of which 
constitute the Development Plan which needs to be adhered to as part of the 
basic conditions. 
In order to meet the basis conditions a neighbourhood plan should be in general 
conformity with the Local Plan, in its current form the this policy fails to be in 
general conformity with Local Plan policy GP2. 
As per our previous comments and subject to any further testing of the evidence 
base, HLM support an expectation that up to 30% (and not 35%) affordable 
housing be delivered on all sites in line with policy GP 2. This is an appropriate 
target albeit that needs to recognise a degree of flexibility to ensure viability and 
deliverability of a plan which is deemed to an element of sustainable development 
as set out in paragraph 173 of the NPPF. 
HLM agree with the notion that affordable housing should be indistinguishable 
from the developments’ market housing; albeit, in some instances, affordable 
housing does not provide garage parking and provides parking in the form of 
parking spaces. Therefore, this should be clarified in the policy. 
HLM agree with the notion of providing Affordable Housing Plans, but believe this 
should be done at the detailed stage opposed to outline. It is also assumed that 
the policy means the tenure mix of affordable housing even though it is not 
explicitly stated. 
Based on the above comments HLM suggest the following rewording to ensure 
compliance with the NPPF. 
“All proposals for new housing on sites 1hectare or over should provide affordable 
housing with a target rate of 30% 35%, (subject to viability) of the dwellings on 
site; the affordable housing should be fully integrated and phased concurrently 
with market housing; and the design must be indistinguishable from the 
development’s market housing (including parking spaces provision). Proposals for 
smaller sites should provide affordable housing which reflects needs and any 
previous development of associated or adjacent sites. Detailed planning 
applications for residential development of 1hectare or more must be 
accompanied by an Affordable Housing Plan. The Affordable Housing Plan. The 
Affordable Housing Plan will set out the numbers, tenure mix of affordable 
housing, how affordable housing will be integrated into the site and how it will be 
phased through the development to fill the other requirements of this policy.” 

119  Policy HP6 – Phasing 
HLM is content with the principle of phasing for residential development set out in 
policy HP6. The policy requires the expansion of the sewerage capacity prior to 
development being brought on line, without any evidence of existing capacity. 

The wording of the Policy is changing due to the 
information provided by Anglian Water below 



Therefore, it is more appropriate for development to demonstrate the sewer 
capacity prior to commencement. The following amendments to Policy HP6 are 
recommended: 
“Housing development (apart form that under policy HP2 & HP7) will not take 
place before 2016, due to the abundance of current commitments. Other 
development (non housing) can be undertaken at any point. This is to allow 
employment rates to catchup with housing levels to further the aims of the EE 
policies. Sewage capacity needs to be expanded before additional residential 
development is brought online. Developers will need to evidence that there is 
enough sewerage capacity available as part of any planning application Planning 
applications should evidence that the proposals can be supported with an 
appropriate drainage solution.” 

120  Policy DHE1 – Site Specific Requirements & Buckingham Design Guide 
In principle HLM agree with a design guide for the Neighbourhood Plan Area, it is 
assumed that this design guide will sit with the Districts design guidance. HLM 
would welcome to the opportunity to engage with the Design Guide at an early 
stage. 
However, as is mentioned in the site specific policies later, to so rigidly ‘require’ 
specific areas of land use within each policy does not offer the flexibility for design 
purposes. HLM propose that the wording is modified slightly to state that; 
“Developments must abide by work to the requirements for each site as laid out in 
Section 4” 

From discussions with the Local Planning Authority 
it is hoped that the Design Guide will be adopted as 
an SPG. Engagement over the production of the 
document will take place and there will be a 
requirement that the document is not too onerous to 
affect viability  

121  Policy DHE4 – Standard of ecological information required to minimise the impact 
on natural habitats 
Whilst HLM are committed to providing development which result in net 
biodiversity gains, it is believed that policy DHE4 is onerous and too prescriptive 
for a policy. In addition, the calculator referred to uses the biodiversity offsetting 
metrics developed by Warwickshire County Council as part of the Biodiversity 
Offsetting pilot. It is a premature to require developers to use this calculator. We 
therefore, recommend policy DHE4 is reworded as follows: 
“Development proposals will, where possible, minimise impact on natural habitats 
and species with development seeking to deliver resulting in biodiversity 
enhancements and net gains to biodiversity. Ecological information provided in 
support of applications should include appropriate surveys, where required, in 
accordance with current best practice guidance. must conform to the British 
Standard BS42020, Biodiversity– code of practise for planning and Development 
and utilise the Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator. In order to determine 
accurately whether no net loss and/or enhancement to biodiversity can be 
delivered by the development, it is expected that, when required, precise 
ecological assessment sufficient to determine net gain will be undertaken to the 
standards set out in Appendix 5.” 

It is felt that the requirements are not onerous and 
comply with desire across all aspects of 
government to ensure that there is adequate 
replacement of habitat when new areas are 
developed. 



122  Policy DHE9 – Provision of good quality private outdoor space 
HLM welcome the amendment to policy DHE9 to acknowledge that a 10 metre 
long garden is not always practical and that plot shape may allow for alternative 
distribution of equivalent amount of private amenity space. 

Comments noted 

123  Policy CLH2 – To allocate land for a Cemetery and associated buildings 
HLM continue to support the allocation of land south of the A421 for a new 
cemetery, a cemetery car park and associated buildings. HLM support the 
amendment to policy CLH2 to acknowledge that Fig. 8.1 is an indicative site 
layout. It is also believed that this should be referenced in the title of Figure 8.1. 
The amended policy requires the cemetery (site F) to be provided by the 
developers of Site G before work has begun on that site. Whilst HLM is committed 
to facilitating the development of Site F and is currently in the advanced stages of 
preparing a planning application for this site, it is not appropriate to link the two 
sites as they are independent allocations and it is intended that planning 
permission will be sought through two separate planning applications. There is no 
evidence justifying the need for delivery of site F prior to the commencement of G. 
The need for a cemetery is not generated by the delivery of site G but, 
Buckingham wide; therefore, the delivery should not be linked to site G. 
The suggested link between sites F and G is a new addition to the BNDP having 
not featured in previous versions and HLM do not believe it is justified or required. 
Furthermore, it has the potential to prejudice one of the key allocations within the 
BNDP, that being the delivery of housing and affordable housing on Site G. HLM 
and the site owners of Site F (New College Oxford) are keen to assist the delivery 
of the important community facility of the cemetery and solution to the Town’s 
long-term needs but delivery must be dealt with in a different way.  
However, HLM and New College Oxford would be happy to commit to a provision 
which sees the land for the cemetery and allotments being transferred to the Town 
Council when development is commenced on Site G. It is for the Town Council 
and, subsequently, the BNDP Inspector, to decide whether that element of 
delivery is suitable to include within the BNDP. 
The following amendments are recommended to Policy CLH2: 
“Land at site F has been allocated for a new Cemetery, a cemetery car park and 
associated buildings, as shown in the indicative layout Fig 8.1. This land and 
facility will be provided by the developers of Site G and must be opened before 
work has begun on site G. These proposals at site F will be supported which 
provide a car park with approximately 50 spaces and a building incorporating a 
public toilet and cemetery equipment storage and under cover area.” 
Should Buckingham Town Council/BNDP Inspector think it appropriate then the 
following wording can be added: 
“On commencement of development of Site G, the land required to facilitate the 
cemetery on Site F will be transferred from the landowners to Buckingham Town 

These comments have been noted, the policy has 
been changed to a form which it is hoped will be 
more acceptable to all parties. 



Council” 

124  Policy CLH3 – Provisions of play provision for new developments 
HLM agree with the principle of providing adequate play provision in the new 
developments. 
However, objects to the quantums set out in Policy CLH3 for areas G and H. 
The policy requires 0.45 ha on Site G of designated equipped playing space and 
1.0ha of informal play space. A standard Local Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) is 
400 sq m set in an area of open space. 2 LEAPs is considered more than 
adequate on site of approximately 400 dwellings like site G, this would ensure that 
all residents are within 400m walk of a play area. 
The policy also stipulates 0.06ha of equipped play space on site H. A 
development of this size would not be expected to provide a LEAP given the sites 
proximity to site G the facilities can be shared. 
HLM believe that this policy should revert to a generic open space policy. In its 
current form is not consistent with Local Plan GP.86 which requires new housing 
proposals should include sufficient outdoor play space to meet the requirements 
associated with the development, policy GP.86 also states that; 
“the Council will seek provision for the needs of occupiers of the dwellings, based 
ordinarily on a standard of 2.43 hectares of outdoor play space per 1,000 
population, and the provision of and accessibility to existing open space in the 
locality.” 
It is suggested that policy CLH3 is reworded as follows: 
“allocated housing sites should seek to provide equipped areas of play and other 
forms of outdoor play in accordance with Local Plan Policy GP.86 or any 
replacement.” 

Standards have been reviewed and evidence has 
been provided to underpin the new figures required. 
In addition the minimum size of LEAP is 400m2 
thus further space can be incorporated into play 
areas including other equipment such as MUGA’s 
(Multi Use Games Areas) 

125  Policy CLH4 – Allocated land for Allotments 
HLM continue to support the allocation of allotments at land south of the A421 as 
it meets an identified need, well located, deliverable, under the control of HLM and 
can be brought forward during the plan period. 
Like policy CLH2 this amended policy requires the allotments (site F) to be 
developed by the developers of Site G before work has begun on site. Whilst HLM 
is committed to facilitating the development of Site F and it is currently in the 
advanced stages of preparing a planning application for this site, it is not 
appropriate to link the two sites as they are independent allocations and it is 
intended that planning permission will be sought through two separate planning 
applications. There is no evidence justifying the delivery of site F prior to the 
commencement of G. The need for an allotments isn’t generated by the delivery of 
site G but, Buckingham wide; therefore, the delivery should not be linked to site G. 
The suggested link between sites F and G is a new addition to the BNDP having 
not featured in previous versions and HLM do not believe it is justified or required. 
Furthermore, it has the potential to prejudice one of the key allocations within the 

These comments have been noted, the policy has 
been changed to a form which it is hoped will be 
more acceptable to all parties. 

 



BNDP, that being the delivery of housing and affordable housing on Site G. HLM 
and the site owners of Site F (New College Oxford) are keen to assist the delivery 
of the important community facility of the allotments and solution to the Town’s 
long-term needs but delivery must be dealt with in a different way. 
As set out in policy CLH2, HLM and New College Oxford would be happy to 
commit to a provision which sees the land for the cemetery and allotments being 
transferred to the Town Council when development is commenced on Site G.  
It is for the Town Council and, subsequently, the BNDP Inspector, to decide 
whether that element of delivery is suitable to include within the BNDP. 
HLM recommend the following amendments to Policy CLH4: 
“Site F has been allocated for an additional allotment site and associated 
structures. A large community shed for housing communal equipment, etc. will be 
allowed on the site Proposals will also be allowed to provide one shed on each 10 
pole allotment plot if a shed is necessary. The site must provide a suitable access 
road, parking, loading and unloading area, toilets and water facilities. This land 
and facility will be provided by the developers of Site G and must be opened 
before work has begun on Site G.  
Should Buckingham Town Council/BNDP Inspector think it appropriate then the 
following wording can be added: 
“On commencement of development of Site G, the land required to facilitate the 
allotments on Site F will be transferred from the landowners to Buckingham Town 
Council” 

126  Policy CLH8 – Preservation of St. Rumbold’s Well 
HLM support the principle of allowing for an open area surrounding St. Rumbold’s 
Well, thus respecting its setting. HLM believe that developments of both Site G 
and J should not hinder this aspiration but it is unclear at this stage whether a 
formal ‘park’ might be suitable in this location. The setting of the SAM will be 
scrutinised by English Heritage and there is no certainty of what use might be 
appropriate in that particular area. Therefore, it is suggested that the policy is re-
worded as follows: 
“A new park is to be created at An area of open space is to be maintained around 
St. Rumbold’s Well as part of the development of Site G. Development of the area 
including and surrounding St. Rumbold’s Well will be supported where the Well is 
made a “main feature” of the park and where there are which will, where possible 
include; good footpath and cycleway links and access onto the scenic/railway 
walk. This is intended to provide green walkways/cycleways for access to 
education facilities. Proposals to develop sites G and J should take account of St. 
Rumbolds Well in their design layouts” 
HLM would be content to offer S106 contributions to assist in the preservation and 
enhancement of St Rumbold’s Well. 

The offer from the developers to contribute to the 
preservation and enhancement of the Well is 
welcomed. However, it is felt that due to the green 
nature of the town and the historic importance of 
this location, coupled with the ready connections 
into the existing green infrastructure and how the 
area could [if well designed] link in with both Site J 
& G that this would be an idea site for a park. 



127  Policy I10 – Sewage Management 
HLM agree that proposals should ensure that there is sufficient sewage drainage 
capacity. Therefore, it is suggested that the following minor amendments are 
made to policy I10: 
“Buckingham has an evidenced problem with sewage drainage. In order to 
manage this situation, all development must provide a foul drainage solution and a 
plan for implementation at the planning application stage which will be 
implemented prior to occupation that the proposals can be supported with an 
appropriate sewage drainage solution.” 

I10 Has been strongly supported by Anglian Water 
as a statutory consultee, as the wording stands. 
There is a need for improvements to increase 
capacity at the Buckingham Water Recycling 
Centre, which impact on the sewerage system’s 
ability to cope with new development – it is not 
sufficient merely to show that the site’s own 
sewerage system is sound. 
HP6 has been amended in light of sewerage 
undertaker & statutory consultee, Anglian Water’s 
comments below. 

128  Policy DC2 – Contributions for the implementation of the Buckingham Transport 
Strategy HLM support the principle of policy DC2 as Buckingham Transport 
Strategy could provide better links in and around Buckingham. HLM will wish to 
comment in due course on the level of contribution. 

Comments noted 

129  Policy DC3 – Contributions for local infrastructure 
HLM acknowledge the importance of developer contribution for local infrastructure 
so long as they are: 
a. necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
b. directly related to the development; and, 
c. fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. In line with 
the NPPG (paragraph 094) and the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations. 
Therefore, the following minor amendment to policy DC3 is recommended: 
“Developer contributions will be sought from development to provide local 
infrastructure as agreed with Buckingham Town Council, AVDC and 
Buckinghamshire County Council, insofar as it is directly related to the 
development, necessary and related to planning. Local Infrastructure will include 
key items (but is not limited to) such as sewerage, schools. Initially the key 
document for this will be AVDC’s Draft Infrastructure Strategy or any subsequent 
document.” 

Following discussions with other stakeholders this 
policy will be changed. 

130  Site Design Brief 
The Plan requires a Design Brief to be prepared in relation to the development on 
the site, and of all sites set out in the Neighbourhood Plan. HLM appreciate the 
requirement for good quality design and public engagement. This policy is not 
clear on what the Town Council want to achieve by way of discussions and what is 
a reasonable period of time. 
The initial design principles that relate to HLMs sites have been presented and 
discussed with both the Town Council and the local community. The outcome of 
this consultation and the evolution of the master planning process will need to be 
set out within the application material in respect of the Sites F, G and H included 
within the Design and Access Statement and the Statement of Community 

Comments noted Please also see the amended 
Policy DHE1 & text. 



Involvement (as required by Aylesbury Vale District Council as part of their 
validation process). It is the Design and Access Statement that will provide the 
principles for the submission of the Reserved Matters application in due course. 

131  Site G 
HLM continue to support the allocation of Site G. It is considered that the Site is in 
a suitable location for housing development due to its sustainable location. The 
Site is deliverable and available. HLM welcome the removal of the suggested site 
layouts, as it is believed that this should be dealt with through the design process. 
The Site is situated in a location which supports sustainable modes of transport 
and given its proximity to the University and Town Centre will be a highly 
sustainable development location. The site is close to the town centre and local 
employment, therefore, it is not believed the policies description of the site being 
“a semi-rural location” is a true reflection of the sites location. A more accurate 
description of the site would be a “sustainable, edge-of town location.” 
HLM has undertaken a number of environmental and technical studies with regard 
to the potential for residential development on this site. 
That work includes a Transport Assessment which demonstrates the acceptability 
of the development in transport terms on this site of the general scale envisaged 
in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
The site may be readily served by access onto the local highway network. 
HLM have also commissioned baseline surveys of ecology, landscape, trees and 
hedges, utilities, archaeology and drainage. Such studies demonstrate that there 
are no ecological constraints, with any existing habitats being located in the Sites 
perimeter hedgerows. HLM will seek to enhance and protect such habitats. 
It is also the case that having identified Site G as a sustainable development 
opportunity not least through the Sustainability Appraisal process, then the most 
sustainable approach is to seek to realise the opportunity presented by the 
development of the site consistent with the principles of sustainable development. 
The Plan should be reworded to say that land should be allocated for 
‘approximately 400 dwellings’ with the exact number being determined through the 
detailed design process’. This is in line with policy HP1 which states that; “All 
dwelling numbers are indicative and will be reviewed at planning application 
stage.” 
The policy is prescriptive in terms of site density and should be flexible to allow for 
detailed masterplanning, taking into consideration residential amenity and the 
SAM. The Town Council will be engaged when the detailed design work is 
undertaken, in advance of a Reserved Matter Planning Application. 
The development of this Site will make a significant contribution to meeting the 
household needs of Buckingham and Aylesbury Vale, as well as addressing the 
need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and a mix of 1 – 5 
bedroom properties. 

Comments are noted about the suitability of Site G 
In regard to comments on play spaces, please see 
the response to comment 124 above. In addition 
the minimum size of LEAP is 400m2 thus further 
space can be incorporated into play areas including 
other equipment such as MUGA’s (Multi Use 
Games Areas) 



HLM have 3 key concerns in relation to the quantums of open space set out in 
relation to site G, these are set out below: 
1. Policy in respect of open space is set out in CLH003 (as proposed to be 
amended in these representations to be consistent with GP.86). It is unnecessary, 
therefore to include specific area for open space, which will emerge through the 
masterplanning process. 
2. In any event, as per our comments on CLH003, the provision exceeds GP.86, 
including in particular, in relation to space for LEAPs. Provision only needs to be 
made for equipped play space (2 LEAPS) to be included within design. With an 
approximation for other areas. 
3. It is unclear where the 2 ha for additional green space has come from. The 
figure will be decided as part of the masterplanning process. It is suggested that 
the policy is amended to state “an area of additional green space to be determined 
through the master planning process.” Policy G stipulates the area of the site for 
residential (11.4 hectares), this does not allow for the flexibility following detailed 
assessments and masterplanning at the planning application stage. Therefore, 
should be removed. 
The revised policy refers to the provision of a park surrounding St Rumbolds Well, 
and our comments on policy CLH8 are relevant here, so that consideration of the 
setting of St Rumbold’s Well will form part of development proposals as 
development contributions will be offered to preserve and enhance the SAM. In 
line with the suggested amendments to policy CLH8 the policy should be 
amended as set out below. 
In accordance with the representations set out above, the following minor 
amendment to the policy is proposed: 
“Site G is allocated for and has site specific requirements for: 

over 11.4ha of land with a density per hectare suitable 
for this semi rural sustainable, edge-of-town location and allowing a buffer 
strip bordering the Tingewick Road to protect have consideration for the 
views of the town especially the Grade 1 Listed Buckingham Parish Church 

0.45 ha 2 LEAPS for designated equipped playing 
space as a minimum 

or exceeding, approximately 1.0ha for informal playing space as a 
minimum 

or exceeding, approximately 1.2 - 1.6 ha for sports facilities 
Area of, or exceeding, 2ha of additional green space an additional area of 

green space to be determined through the masterplanning process. 
Providing Enabling an open area protecting the setting ofSt. Rumbold’s Well 

 
A Cemetery and Allotment and associated amenities at Site F 

 



along the northern boundary of the site and springs in the area of St. 
Rumbold’s Well 

The detailed scale and nature of the play and green space will be determined 
in the master plan process in the light of evidence regarding generated need and 
in the light of the range of opportunities/equipment to be provided on site or 
nearby. 
The deletion of reference to cemetery and allotments is as explained in our 
comments on policies CLH2 and CLH4. 

132  Site H 
HLM continues to support the allocation of Site H. This Site is situated in a 
sustainable location and can be integrated with both sites G and reserve site M. 
This Site is deliverable and available within the Plan period. 
HLM in general supports the quantums of development set out in the Plan. 
Although, it is believed that this policy should allow a greater flexibility in relation to 
housing numbers to enable the detailed design process dictate the exact 
quantums and be inline with policy HP1 which support this process. It is therefore, 
believed that ‘approximately 50 Dwellings’ is allocated on this site. As per our 
comments on site G, the level of open space set out in this policy is not 
considered appropriate. 
The following amendments are made to the policy for Site H to reflect the site 
masterplanning process: 
“Site H is allocated for: 

Approximately Up to 50 dwellings over approximately 1.66 ha of land 
Area of, or exceeding, approximately 0.06ha of designated equipped playing 

space 
Area of, or exceeding, approximately 0.12 ha of informal 
Area of, or exceeding, approximately 0.55 of additional green space” 
The detailed scale and nature of the play and green space will be determined 

in the master plan process in the light of evidence regarding generated need and 
in the light of the range of opportunities/equipment to be provided on site or 
nearby (including on site G). 

Area of self build housing 

Comments are noted & Site specifications in 
relation to open green space have been amended 
to site specific allocations under GP 86. 

133  Site M 
HLM supports the identification of Site M as a reserve allocation for some 300 
dwellings, this policy should be in line with HP1 to ensure flexibility at the planning 
application stage. 
Following, a detailed design process it may be that this site is able to 
accommodate an undersupply from some of the other sides or to meet a revised 
housing target at the district level. 
It is considered that the site is in a suitable location for housing development due 
to its sustainable location, which supports Buckingham town centre and 

The comments are noted. The confirmation of 
availability and suitability of Site M is also noted. 
 
Also note that site specifications in relation to open 
green space have been amended to be site specific 
and sized according to GP 86. 



sustainable modes of transport. The Site is deliverable and available, should it 
prove necessary or appropriate to develop this site. 
HLM supports the principle of this policy and generally the suggested quanta of 
development to be accommodated on the site although, the precise elements will 
be refined in the more detailed master planning stages. To reflect this, some 
flexibility in the wording of the policy should be included. The following minor 
amendments to the policy are proposed: 
“Site M is allocated for: 

Up to approximately 300 dwellings 
Approximately 0.34 ha of designated equipped playing space 
Approximately 0.75 ha of informal playing space 
Approximately 1.2ha of sport facilities 
Approximately 1.5 ha of additional green space” 
Creation of a With land reserved for a Western Bypass” 
The detailed scale and nature of the play and green space will be determined 

in the master plan process in the light of evidence regarding generated need 
and in the light of the range of opportunities/equipment to be provided on site 
or nearby. 

134 Geoff 
Armstrong, 
Armstrong 
Rigg for  
 Bellway 
Homes, 
Bellcross 
Co. Ltd and 
Fosbern 
Manufacturi
ng Ltd 

 I write on behalf of our clients Bellway Homes, Bellcross Co. Ltd and Fosbern 
Manufacturing Ltd to provide representations to the Pre-submission version of the 
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (PSBNP).  
As an update to our previous comments to the PSBNP (June 2014 version) we 
wanted to make you aware that our clients outline application (Ref. 
14/02601/AOP) for up to 130 dwellings, open space and the change of use of land 
to sports pitches on land to the west of Castlemilk/Moreton Road, Buckingham, 
will be reported to planning committee on 11 March 2015 with a positive 
recommendation.  
Evidenced by AVDC’s committee report on the application it has been shown that 
the site is a deliverable housing site which is not subject to any significant 
constraints or technical objection, and can make a positive contribution to 
Buckingham’s future housing needs. It will also make a significant contribution to 
the towns future sport pitch requirements.  
For these reasons we reiterate our earlier requests that the site be included in the 
Neighbourhood Plans list of allocated housing sites. 

The site is not suitable to be within the 
Neighbourhood Plan have restricted access and 
significant transport problems associated with the 
site. In addition through public consultation the site 
received very poor support with a number of 
residents of “Phase 1” of the Moreton Road Estate 
and those surrounding the area raising issues 
around surface water flooding associated with the 
new build houses recently constructed and run off 
from the existing site. 

135  PSBNP January 2015  
Having reviewed the above document we wish to confirm that the alterations 
made do not alter the fundamental comments and criticisms made in our previous 
comments dated 12 August 2014. These comments are enclosed for your 
information and should be considered together with this letter. We remain of the 
view that the PSBNP is planning for an inadequate level of new housing over the 
plan period.  

The advice received from AVDC is that there is no 
need for any buffer to be in place in relation to the 
recently published figures from DCLG on housing 
requirements in the area.  
The vacancy rate has been updated in the housing 
figures to 3.8% 
The respondent is using figures as a percentage for 



We were previously critical of a 5% buffer being applied in calculating future 
housing supply requirements, indicating that a 20% buffer should be applied due 
to the historic failures in meeting district wide housing targets.  
Since our last comments an appeal decision in Aston Clinton dated October 2014 
has confirmed that a 20% buffer should be applied and on the strength of that 
decision AVDC have updated their five year housing land supply position 
statement, October 2014.  
The updated AVDC five year housing land supply position statement, October 
2014 factors in a 20% buffer to its calculations. It also increases the annual 
average housing requirement per year from 1,018 dwellings per year to 1,026 
dwellings. This is attributable to an increased 3.8% vacancy rate which has been 
informed by the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
(HEDNA) work that is being undertaken to inform the new Local Plan. This change 
has not been reflected in the PSBNP which is therefore out of step with the 
published policy work being progressed at District level.  
To show the effect of these important changes we have updated the housing 
requirement table which was included in our previous comments dated 12 
August 2014. This tables shows the effect of applying the increased annual 
district wide housing target of 1,026 dpa together with the effect of applying the 
proposed spatial strategy from PSBNP, a mid-point between historic delivery 
rates and the VAP and the VAP. Given the Inspectors comments in relation to 
housing supply in the Aston Clinton appeal and AVDC’s revised approach the 
effect of applying a 20% buffer only is considered. Proportion of District Wide 
Requirement  
Buckingham Housing 
Requirement  

PSBNP (9.5%)  Mid-point 
between 
historic 
delivery 
rates and 
VAP (11%)  

VAP (13%)  

20% Buffer  
Total Requirement  2,339  2,708  3,201  
Net Requirement  1,201  1,570  2,063  

 

what they believe Buckingham should take from a 
plan which has been withdrawn. However, to 
highlight that the Plan is providing for the future the 
Plan has been updated with the new housing 
figures and to provide 10.5% of the housing 
development required in the Vale under the new 
housing figures, this is significantly higher than the 
historic 8.8% that the town has taken in previous 
years and is consummate with the requirements the 
town would have had to accommodation under the 
South East Regional Plan.  
The Steering Group [and the residents of the town 
through consultation] feel that the Plan carries 
through the feeling of the NPPF “to boost 
significantly the supply of housing”. As the town will 
be providing over 2,000 dwellings over the Plan 
period, an increase of over 40% of the housing 
stock. 

136  Taking account of the range in net requirement identified the PSBNP is 
underproviding for new housing by between 584 and 1,446 homes over the plan 
period. By making provision for an inadequate level of housing the PSBNP does 
not provide for objectively assessed housing needs and is being used as a vehicle 
to restrict sustainable development contrary to national policy and guidance. 
The other comments made in our earlier comments dated 12 August 2014 remain 
valid. 
We would however express concern in relation to the inclusion of the new DHE 

Even with the expanded housing figures as 
demonstrated in the Plan the BNDP is taking a 
higher amount of housing than required. In addition 
please see the response to comment 135. In regard 
to the comments form 12 August 2014 please see 
the responses below. 
DHE 3 – Whilst the comments are noted, the 
biodiversity calculator does appear to support the 



policies, in particular policy DHE3 – Provision of Green Infrastructure in relation to 
Habitats and policy DHE4 – Standard of ecological information required to 
minimise the impact on natural habitats. 
Policy DHE3 references AVDC’s Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011. The 
requirements of this strategy are potentially onerous and the wording of the policy 
is insufficiently specific to indicate which parts of the strategy will apply. In any 
case the use of the strategy to guide decision making has been the subject of 
consideration at appeal where it was found that the Strategy did not represent 
adopted policy and is intended to guide unspecified flagship projects through an 
action plan coordinated by the Council. In summary it is not considered 
appropriate to use this strategy to guide decision making on individual 
applications. 
Policy DHE4 references use of a ‘Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator’ and 
adherence to standards set out in Appendix 5. There appears to be no appendix 
5. Appendix 6 refers to Ecology details but provides no clarification on when the 
Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator is expected to be applied. 
We recognise that paragraph 7.7 indicates that the Calculator is the Warwickshire 
County Council 2014 v18 Biodiversity Offsetting system. Furthermore we are 
aware that the AVDC Green Spaces team have been advocating the use of this, 
however this is a pilot scheme which has not been endorsed for use in AVDC and 
accordingly is not being required by the Local Planning Authority in the 
consideration of planning applications. 
We are of the view that in its current form the wording of the policy is unduly 
vague, potentially onerous and not in accordance with national or local planning 
policy. 
I trust that the representations made in this letter are duly considered. Should you 
have any further queries then please do not hesitate to contact either myself or my 
colleague Roger Welchman. 

aims of the NPPF on the protection of the natural 
environment, and as such the BNDP would be in 
conformity with NPPF. 

137  [Comments from the 12 August 2014] Overview 
The PSBNP is being progressed in advance of an up to date Local Plan. While 
relevant legislation does not prevent a neighbourhood plan being developed 
before an up to date Local Plan is in place, in this case the adopted Local Plan is 
time expired, having been prepared to cover the period to 2011. As such its 
strategic policies concerning the future supply of housing are out of date. 
In circumstances where a Neighbourhood Plan is progressed in advance of a 
Local Plan the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) Reference ID3-040-20140306 
confirms that: 
“Where a neighbourhood plan comes forward before an up to date Local Plan is in 
place, the local planning authority should work constructively with a qualifying 
body to enable a neighbourhood plan to make timely progress and to share 
evidence used to prepare a plan. Neighbourhood plans should deliver against the 

Please note the updated figures from DCLG 
[27/2/15] have been included in the new 
calculations. The BNDP plans positively to provide 
sustainable development for residential 
requirements within parameters of likely need 
during the Plan period, including allocating a 
reserve site in case of greater need. In addition the 
Plan will be monitored each year. 
The following is a list of the responses to the 
comments submitted on the 12

th
 August 2014 

where changes were agreed these were 
incorporated at the time and comments/responses 
may have been superceded: 



objectively assessed evidence of needs.” 
However in this case AVDC are only just starting to embark on the process of 
evidence gathering to inform their future housing targets. It is understood that 
AVDC have only recently appointed a firm of consultants to prepare a new 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment, which will be the first step towards 
producing a robust objective assessment of future housing needs, as required by 
paragraph 47 of the NPPF and this is anticipated to take approximately a year to 
complete. 
In effect AVDC are having to prepare their housing evidence afresh following the 
criticisms of the Inspector examining the withdrawn VAP, who found that in 
respect of housing the VAP had not been positively prepared, was not justified or 
effective and was not consistent with national policy. It was therefore not sound. 
He found that significantly more housing would be required to deliver the level of 
housing needed over the plan period, including consideration of neighbouring 
authority needs and this level of work will inevitably take some considerable time. 
Despite this the PSBNP ‘vision for Buckingham’ signals the plans intention to 
provide an additional 617 dwellings in the period to 2031. A figure which has 
actually been reduced from the 630 dwellings included in the November 2013 
version of the document. 
There is a reserve site for a further 300 units but paragraph 1.10 of the document 
makes clear that this will only be called upon to make up any shortfall in delivery 
or if a Local Plan stipulates the need for additional housing. Even then it confirms 
any such development will be limited solely to the resulting shortfall. 
Clearly this restrictive approach to housing delivery, which underpins the policies 
of the plan fails to embrace the thrust of national policy to plan positively for future 
development needs, support the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development and boost significantly the supply of housing. 
The vision for Buckingham indicates the intention to provide an additional 400 
rooms for Buckingham University, but this will be the minimum requirement for first 
year students in the event the anticipated expansion of the University materialises 
and will do nothing to address general housing needs. 
The housing figures for the November 2013 and June 2014 PSBNP are effectively 
the same with the June version omitting 13 dwellings which were to be delivered 
from windfall sites. Yet the November 2013 figures were based on the emerging 
VAP which has since been discredited by a Local Plan Inspector and withdrawn. 
Given the criticisms which the Inspector made of the housing projections in the 
VAP and his rejection of a contingency approach to reviewing future needs, it is 
absurd that the housing figures between the two documents effectively remain the 
same. This is particularly the case when one considers that Buckingham is the 
second largest settlement in the District and one of the most sustainable locations 
to accommodate future housing needs. 

The Plan uses the most up-to-date figures available 
and is in line with other Neighbourhood Plans which 
have progressed through the process without a 
Local Plan in place. 
Evidence for the housing numbers is provided in the 
Evidence Base. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is the information provided by the University of 
Buckingham. As a consultant to homebuilders who 
have developed a site in the town with houses 
which are being occupied by a number of students 
this stance is surprising. Accommodating students 
on campus and in purpose built accommodation 
would free up many existing houses which are 
being occupied by students rather than helping to 
address the general housing needs. 
The Plan accommodates an increase of 43% for the 
Town over the Plan period. This is an exceptional 
amount and is higher than the 35% increase which 
forms part of the Winslow NP which is being 
adopted in the same District Council area. The 



 PSBNP paragraph 4.1 
The latest PSBNP seeks to justify the figures by reference to pages 11-16 of the 
evidence base, which explains that the figures are based on the DCLG 2011 
household projections, which based on a 5% buffer provides a District wide target 
of 21,371 houses. 
To allocate a proportion of that figure for Buckingham a 9.5% figure has been 
applied which is the mid-point between the average percentage of completions 
each year for the District (8.8%) and the withdrawn Core Strategy 10.5%. This 
gives a total number of houses to deliver of 2,030, which requires a net increase 
of 892 houses to be provided when one takes account of the existing 
commitments (1,138). 
That the PSBNP seeks to make provision for a level of housing some 275 
dwellings short of their own assessment of needs is clear evidence of the Plans 
failure to reflect national policy and guidance in the NPPF and PPG and in turn a 
failure to comply with basic condition 8(2)(a). 
Nevertheless we maintain that the level of housing shortfall between planned 
growth and future needs will in fact be considerably worse than that indicated by 
the PSBNP’s own figures. 
By choosing to apportion housing growth for Buckingham by reference to the 
withdrawn Core Strategy the PSBNP evidence base ignores the most recent 
indicator of the future spatial strategy for the District which was included in the 
withdrawn VAP. The proposed spatial strategy was not criticised by the Inspector. 
The VAP advocated an enhanced role for Buckingham as the second largest town 
in the AVDC, with Aylesbury and Buckingham being identified as the primary 
focus for strategic levels of growth and investment. Reflective of this it apportioned 
Buckingham 13% of the District wide housing requirement. 
The PSBNP also applies a 5% buffer. We maintain that a 20% buffer should be 
applied, due to historic failures in meeting district wide housing targets. 
The Council’s five year housing supply positon statement records its historic 
housing delivery performance on the basis of its record of completions against the 
requirements of the Local Plan in the period from 2007-2012. Yet this fails to 
recognise that the Local Plan target was not in place at that time. The significantly 
higher SEP target covered the period from 2006 until its revocation in 2013. 
In AVDC’s case they remain a long way from having an up to date Local Plan in 
place with housing targets informed by an objective assessment of need. 
Therefore it is considered more appropriate to apply the targets from the SEP, 
even if one removes the target relating to Milton Keynes Expansion, than the even 
more out of date Local Plan targets. The SEP did indicate that the housing targets 
set were significantly below forecast growth of households but nevertheless these 
figures are more closely reflective of the latest DCLG household projections for 
AVDC. Such an approach is supported by appeal decisions in Hinckley (PINS Ref. 

evidence for the number of dwellings is shown in 
the evidence base. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
https://www.gov.uk/definitions-of-general-housing-
terms states that “all student accommodation, 
whether it consists of communal halls of residence 
or self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is 
on campus, can be included towards the housing 
provision”. 
Obviously this information is not widely available as 
a Planning Consultant is unaware of it. Therefore 
we will endeavor to ensure that this information is 
clearly presented in the Plan and/or the Evidence 
Base. 
To ensure that there is no confusion over the 
adding up, the Plan caters for 125 more dwellings 
than the government figures (with the adequate 
buffers in place) require. 
No evidence is given by the commenter for a figure 
of 20% {NPPF requires 20% where there is an 
historic failure to provide housing supply. A 5% 
buffer is Justified for Buckingham due to the historic 
supply has been met. It is evidenced why the 
housing number for Buckingham should be such 
and it is expected that other areas of the District 
undertake to provide the remainder.[now 
superseded] 
The current and most up to date figures are used; 
these are given by central government. [new more 
up to date figures are now being used] 
 

https://www.gov.uk/definitions-of-general-housing-terms
https://www.gov.uk/definitions-of-general-housing-terms


2200234) and Silverstone (PINS Ref. 2182859), the latter of which was upheld by 
the High Court. In his judgement on that case Mr Justice Ouseley noted that a 
revoked RSS was not expunged from history. 
The PPG advises that the identification of a record of persistent under delivery 
involves questions of judgement but that such an assessment is likely to be more 
robust if a longer term view is taken. To reflect this advice we have considered the 
Council’s record of housing delivery in the period 2006-2014. Initially against the 
SEP targets up to 2012 and then in the period since 2012, following the 
introduction of the NPPF, its record against the Council’s interim annual target of 
1,018 houses per annum. This is illustrated in the table below which shows the 
Council have reached the target only once or twice over this eight year period 
resulting in a cumulative shortfall of between -1,727 and -3,347. Clearly these 
results point to the need to apply a 20% buffer. 
 

138  

Year 
  

Cumulative 
Completion

s   

Cumulative 
  

SEP/AVDC   

Interim   
Requiremen
t   

Cumulativ
e   

Shortfall/
   

Surplus   

SEP*/AVDC   

Interim   
Requirement 
  

Cumulative 
  

Shortfall/   

Surplus   

Year in 
Which 

Annual   

Target 
Reached   

2006/
07   

616 
(annual)   

1,345   -729   1,075   -459         

2007/
08   

1,438 (822)   2,690   -1,252   2,150   -712         

2008/

09   
2,182 (744)   4,035   -1,853   3,225   -1,043         

2009/
10   

2,977 (795)   5,380   -2,403   4,300   -1,325         

2010/
11   

3,732 (755)   6,725   -2,993   5,375   -1,643         

2011/
12   

4,835 
(1103)   

8,070   -3,235   6,450   -1,615      x   

2012/
13   

5,769 (934)   9,088   -3,319   7,468   -1,699         

2013/
14   

6,759 (990)   10,106   -3,347   8,486   -1,727   x   X   

*SEP target excluding housing target associated with Milton Keynes expansion (1,075)   

   

When the Council’s historic record of housing delivery is factored into housing 
land supply calculations it has the effect of significantly reducing the Council’s 
claimed housing land supply position, to around 3 years. 

[Advice from AVDC is that buffer is only required for 
calculation of 5 year] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



In the table below the effect of applying the proposed spatial strategy from the 
VAP, a mid point between historic delivery rates and the VAP and the effect of 
applying a 20% buffer is considered. 
 

  
Proportion of District Wide 

Requirement   
  

Buckingham 
Housing   

Requirement 
  

PSBNP 
(9.5%) 

  

Mid point between historic 
delivery rates and VAP   

(11%)   

VAP 
(13%)   

   5% Buffer     

Total 
requirement   

2,030   2,351   2,778   

Net 
Requirement   

892   1,213   1,640   

   20% Buffer     

Total 
Requirement   

2,320   2,687   3,175   

Net 
Requirement   

1,182   1,549   2,037   

   

This broad brush analysis of the PSBNP’s basis for setting its housing target, in 
advance of an objective assessment of needs by AVDC, indicates that 
approximately 1,200 new houses in Buckingham in the period to 2031 is the 
minimum requirement. 
On this basis we maintain that the PSBNP makes provision for an inadequate 
level of housing, which contrary to national guidance does not provide for 
objectively assessed housing needs and is being used as a vehicle to restrict 
sustainable development contrary to national policy and guidance. 
This fundamental deficiency of the plan is continued throughout the document 
which we now go on to consider further in relation to the following. 
Section 4 – Site Specific Requirements 
Site G 
This site is allocated for 400 dwellings, but the sites ability to achieve this level of 
housing is subject to overcoming a number of significant constraints. The site 
contains a Scheduled Ancient Monument (St Rumbolds Well), is located in an 
archaeological notification area and in landscape terms is visually exposed, with 
steep gradients and good views towards Buckingham and St Peter and St Paul 
Church. 
The site is also sensitive in ecological terms. The grassland is of botanical interest 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The developers have been questioned over the 
ability to deliver the housing as outlined in the Plan. 
However, if this does turn out to be undeliverable 
there is the reserve site. 
 
 
 
 



as confirmed in the PSBNP site assessment. It is adjacent to a Local Wildlife site 
and falls within the Grey Partridge (Priority Species) zone. 
The site closely corresponds with that considered in AVDC’s latest SHLAA, which 
as a result of these constraints rated the potential yield of the site as 250 units, 
some 150 less than the PSBNP allocation.  
In access terms the only feasible point of access to the site is from Tingewick 
Road, yet no footway is provided along this side of the carriageway, the road has 
no street lighting and has a 50mph speed limit such that it does not provide an 
attractive environment for pedestrians or cyclists. Neither is Tingewick Road 
served by any current bus services which will further limit opportunities for 
sustainable travel. 
I 
 
 
 
 
n summary there is considerable uncertainty whether the allocated number of 
dwellings for site G could be satisfactorily accommodated without unacceptably 
impacting on the landscape, heritage and ecological interest of the site. Indeed the 
landscape concerns in relation to this site were such that the Local Plan Inspector 
reporting on the Deposit Draft of the Local Plan deleted the proposed housing 
allocation of this land from the plan. 
The Inspector was particularly concerned to protect views of the town from and 
across this site from the west, where the church spire of St Peter and St Paul were 
visible, along with an appreciation of the setting of the historic centre of the town. 
He commented that the impact of development in this location would be excessive 
resulting in the loss of some of the most important views of the town and its setting 
and it was vital that these were not destroyed. For these reasons he found that 
development north and south of Tingewick Road should be resisted. 
 
Site H 
This small site allocated for 50 dwellings is similar to that considered under ref. 
SHL/BUC/029 in AVDC’s latest SHLAA, where it was found to be unsuitable. This 
was in part because it included allotments to the east, which have been omitted 
from the proposed allocation, however other concerns were expressed in relation 
to the difficulty of providing a satisfactory access and landscape impacts which 
would arise. 
 
It remains unclear how an appropriate point of access would be provided for the 
site. A new point of access or upgrading of an existing access would inevitably 
open up views of the site, which the Local Plan Inspector identified as being of 

 
 
Please see comments above 
 
 
Please see other policies of the Plan – namely that 
all development must have good pedestrian and 
cycle links to link to the existing town. Paths such 
as this would need to be incorporated in the 
planning permission phase of any application and is 
a lesson the Town Council has unfortunately had to 
ensure in other developments in the town – most 
recently the development on Moreton Road which is 
unconnected to Bradfield Avenue on the town side 
of the development. The same would be true for 
any bus connections. 
This is an historic decision. The land that was 
chosen by the inspector has now been fully 
developed. 
 
 
 
We will add into the Plan a caveat to protect the 
momentary view of the church from the bypass. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Plan has undertaken its own assessment on 
the pieces of land as the AVDC SHLAA was not as 
extensive as it needed to be for the Plan as it did 
not include many of the areas that residents from 
the town wanted to explore. There is satisfactory 
access onto Tingewick Road and other factors have 
been considered. 
An appropriate site exit will be provided; on initial 
outlines this is provided at the west of the site. 
Planning permission would not be given without it. 



particular importance, with a consequent detrimental impact on the landscape. 
The site also entirely comprises high quality grade 2 agricultural land, which the 
NPPF indicates should be avoided in favour of poorer quality land. In this respect 
the allocation of the site for housing conflicts with national policy. 
Site I 
This site which forms the western half of the Tingewick Road Industrial Estate is 
an existing employment site. The PSBNP allocation to redevelop most of the site 
for housing conflicts with saved Local Plan policy GP17, which seeks the retention 
of existing employment sites, and only contemplates change of use where 
specified criteria are met. The proposed allocation is not compatible with adopted 
Local Plan policy and in turn conflicts with national policy. As a consequence the 
allocation fails to meet basic conditions 8(2)a and 8(2)e. 
 
 
Site J 
This site is unsuited to housing development. It is a Local Wildlife site and situated 
adjacent to a scheduled ancient monument. A woodland is located centrally on the 
site. Clearly the redevelopment of the site would have a negative impact on these 
features of identified importance. 
The site is located in a part of Buckingham with poor existing transport 
infrastructure. No existing bus services run along Tingewick Road, while there is 
currently only one footway on the opposite site of the carriageway and an absence 
of streetlighting. This will tend to encourage less sustainable forms of travel. 
Furthermore and as highlighted above the Local Plan Inspector was so concerned 
about the landscape impact of providing housing to the south of Tingewick Road 
that he deleted the proposed housing allocation in this area from the deposit draft 
plan. 
 

The Plan takes into account a large number of 
factors, not just land quality. One of the key 
influences of the Plan has been where local people 
would like dwellings to be built. 
 
The existing estate is falling out of use with 
buildings and facilities not suited to a modern day 
employment site. Through the lifetime of the Plan 
Site I will meet all the criteria as it will be bordered 
by housing and the proposals would meet point a). 
Regarding points b) & c) employment opportunities 
are included on site as well as others within the 
plan. The site next to Site I has planning permission 
and had a similar make up. 
The site is not a local wildlife site; it is located 
adjacent to the wildlife site. Discussions have been 
ongoing that the isolated woodland could be 
relocated (through new planting) to a different part 
of the site to extend the existing local wildlife site. 
Please see responses above. 
 

139  Site K 
This is a small existing employment site within the town centre conservation area, 
an archaeological notification area and contains a grade II listed building. It also 
lies within the flood plain (zones 2 & 3). 
As the PSBNP site assessment correctly observes employment/business uses are 
‘less vulnerable uses’ to flooding. By contrast residential falls within the ‘more 
vulnerable’ category, which the Technical Guidance to the NPPF indicates should 
only be permitted in zone 3a when the exception test is passed. 
The NPPF is clear that plan making should take account of climate change, 
including factors such as flood risk and should apply the sequential test to site 
selection. The aim is to steer development to areas at lowest risk of flooding and 
development sites should not be allocated if there are reasonably available sites in 
areas at lower risk from flooding.7 Our client’s Moreton Road site is one such site. 

 
The proposed development would only propose 
construction on areas of the Site which are not in 
Flood Zone 3. 
 
 
 
 
Regarding employment please see responses 
above. Regarding flooding please see the response 
directly above. Unfortunately the site on Moreton 
Road is more susceptible to flooding. The buildings 
on Site K have not been flooded in the last 4 years. 



The allocation of the site therefore conflicts with national policy and the proposed 
loss of this employment site conflicts with adopted Local Plan policy GP17. 

However, since construction began on Phase 1 of 
the Moreton Road flooding has been experienced 
by a number of houses which have been 
constructed on the site. 

140  Site M (Reserve Site) 
The extent of this site appears to have been substantially reduced when 
compared to the November 2013 version of the PSBNP. This is in part due to the 
withdrawal of Radclive-Cum-Chackmore Parish Council from the process and with 
it their land to the west of the site. In addition however, based on figure 13.10 land 
to the south of the old railway line also appears to have been omitted. 
Despite this significant reduction in the area of the site the allocation remains for 
300 dwellings along with open space and sports facilities. The Environment 
Agency’s flood map indicates that a large area of the site falls within flood zone 3 
and is therefore unsuited to housing, with further parts falling with flood zone 2. 
As explained above the NPPF and its associated Technical Guidance make it 
clear that the overall aim of the sequential test which should be applied to plan 
making is to steer new development to areas at lowest risk of flooding, i.e Flood 
Zone 1. In this case national policy has not been followed. On this basis the 
allocation of the site for housing is contrary to the NPPF. Indeed the allocation for 
development would conflict with policy I9 of the PSBNP which indicates that 
development on flood zones 2 and 3 should not be permitted unless the 
requirements of the NPPF and Technical Guidance are met. 
In addition to the above the site is visually exposed such that housing 
development would have a major landscape impact. The site is also likely to 
harbour high levels of biodiversity, including botanical interest, otter habitat, water 
vole (key area) and Grey Partridge (Priority Species) zone. 
Brackley Road to the north of the site does not benefit from pedestrian or cycle 
ways, with only one infrequent bus service between Buckingham and Brackley. 
Accordingly the development of the site for housing is by necessity likely to 
generate unsustainable forms of transport. 

As stated above in regard to other sites, planning 
permission would only be given where building 
does not take place on the Flood Zones excluded in 
the Plan. The developer has stated that this site can 
accommodate the amounts put forward with the 
constraints on the site. (Please see comment 87) 
Sites incorporate a larger area than that which 
would be developed as housing, such as the site 
being put forward on the Moreton Road which it 
claims will incorporate a playing field on the site of a 
number of springs. 
As stated the development if it is ever needed 
would need to conform with Policy I9 of the Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see responses above where this would be 
considered at planning application stage 
 

141  Policy HP1 
The assessment provided above of the proposed housing sites in the PSBNP 
indicates an urgent review of suitable, available and deliverable housing sites in 
the town is needed in order that the selected sites satisfactorily reflect the the 
requirements of national and local planning policy and will effectively meet the 
future housing needs of the town. 
The process has shown that the choice of sites made through the PSBNP and 
allocated under policy HP1 is flawed and inconsistent with national and local 
planning policy and proposes housing allocations on sites to north and south of 
Tingewick Road which the Local Plan Inspector concluded were vital to protect 
from development. In turn the policy fails to meet basic conditions 8(2)(a) and 

 
Please see responses above 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



8(2)(e) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
Given our concerns over the level of housing which the PSBNP makes provision 
for, in advance of an objectively assessed housing needs figure, and an up to date 
Local Plan, it is essential that the document contains a policy which suitably 
reflects the NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable development. In 
particular for decision-taking it will need to provide for the granting of permission 
where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date. 
Policy 1 from the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan has such as policy and we 
recommend its inclusion in the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan. For ease of 
reference it states: 
Policy 1: The Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
Planning applications which accord with the policies of the Neighbourhood Plan 
and the development plan will be approved by the local planning authority, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. Planning permission will also be 
granted where relevant policies in the Neighbourhood Plan are out of date or silent 
unless: 

otherwise; 

outweigh its benefits when assessed against the policies in the National Planning 
Policy Framework taken as a whole; 

development should be restricted. 
In addition parts of the plan which seeks to restrict development such as 
paragraph 1.10 should be omitted or reworded to reflect national policy and the 
support it provides for sustainable development and growth. 
Land West Castlemilk/Moreton Road, Buckingham 
As you will be aware from representations to the PSBNP previously made by our 
clients dated 3 October 2013 and 13 January 2014, they are actively progressing 
a housing scheme for the site which will soon be the subject of a planning 
application to AVDC. Our client’s would welcome the inclusion of the site in the 
Neighbourhood Plans list of allocated housing sites. 
In contrast with the shortcomings of many of the sites being promoted through the 
PSBNP, the application site has been assessed and found to be suitable for 
housing development by both officers from AVDC and the applicant’s design 
team. Indeed the PSBNP site assessment document identified no significant 
constraints to development, other than identifying that the redevelopment of the 
site had not been well received at consultation events. 
As explained above the Local Plan Inspector for the Deposit Draft AVDC Local 
Plan was so concerned about the landscape impact of development to the west of 
the town that he deleted housing allocations in that location, and instead allocated 

 
There is no need to confirm parts of legislation 
framework within the Plan. The Plan is extensive in 
the development proposed for the town including 
43% increase in dwelling stock. 
Para 1.10 is not restrictive to development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There were a number of points that the site 
proposed scored poorly on. These are all available 
in Sustainability Assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The land that the inspector given permission for has 
been fully built upon, and the decision is now out of 
date. 



our clients land to the west of Moreton Road for housing. In considering this land 
to the west of Moreton Road he found that: 
“In summary, the low sensitivity of the existing landscape and the urban fringe 
location of the site, together with local topography, vegetation and the restricted 
range of public viewpoints ensure that development on the objection site would 
appear neither significant nor intrusive. Any intrusion that did arise could be 
mitigated by on-site landscaping. Furthermore, unlike the Tingewick Road site, no 
important views across the site would be affected by the proposed development.” 
The site did receive a low score (-15) in the PSBNP Sustainability Appraisal of 
sites. The poor score is attributable to the sites perceived poor location relative to 
the town centre, the negative transport impact on the A413/A422 junction and 
coalescence with Maids Moreton which would arise from the sites development. 
Our clients proposals for the site only propose housing on the southern field. 
Therefore the furthest housing from the town centre would be approximately 
0.8miles from the town centre or a 15 minute walk. This corresponds very closely 
with PSBNP sites G, H, I and J which are around 0.6m-0.8m from the same point 
in the town centre. Furthermore these sites which are located around Tingewick 
Road are not as well served by transport infrastructure with a poor pedestrian 
environment and an absence of bus services. This will tend to make walking and 
cycling from our clients site relatively more attractive. 
In considering the location of the adjacent site to the north-east, where permission 
was granted on appeal for 80 dwellings last year, the Inspector made the following 
points. 
“Although Moreton Road slopes uphill from the town centre towards the site, it is 
within walking and cycling distance of the town centre, and buses run along 
Moreton Road. A range of travel modes is available, and so the site is in a 
reasonably sustainable location.” 
With regard to the transport impact on the A413/A422 junction our clients have 
commissioned detailed analysis of the traffic effects of the proposals on this 
junction which inform the transport assessment which will accompany their 
planning application. This shows that the resulting impact of traffic from the 
proposed development on that junction will be negligible. 
Indeed a package of travel planning measures and a proposed financial 
contribution towards green travel initiatives to be secured on any permission 
should contribute towards achieving incremental improvements to the transport 
situation in the town in the future. 
With regard to coalescence with Maids Moreton two Planning Inspectors on 
separate occasions have previously found that this has already taken place8 and 
therefore is not a matter to which weight could be attached. Nevertheless the 
manner in which the site is proposed to be developed which will leave the northern 
field undeveloped will ensure a significant gap between the developed area of the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The site is a similar distance (at the top end of the 
scale) from the Town Centre as other proposed 
development. However, their clients’ site is on top 
of a hill making walking access poorer. Indeed there 
is not a contiguous footpath on the side of the road 
that the development is proposed.  
It is noted that a transport impact assessment is 
proposed however, there are other considerations 
such as traffic having to travel through an existing 
housing estate to access the main road. 
The Inspector’s comments on coalescence are 
noted. However public opinion differs greatly. Also 
noted is the claim that the north field will be kept for 
sports development. However, this site was 
extremely poorly received by the public. They feel 
that all the reasons that were given under the 
sustainability appraisal are valid. Many more felt 
aggrieved by “lies” which they had been told by the 
developers and sales agents of Phase 1 including: 
That there would be sports pitches as part of Phase 
1 – this did not materialise and planning permission 
has subsequently been given permission for 80 
homes on the promised space (Phase 2); 
That the land proposed now to be developed would 
not be developed for over 10 years, however there 
has now been a public exhibition and a planning 
application is to be submitted in the near future; 
The lack of public support for this site is evident in 
the fact that there was a public meeting with 230 
people attending wishing to prevent Phase 2. 
 
 
 



site and Maids Moreton to the north will remain. 
The site can deliver a range of housing types, including affordable housing to 
meet local needs, it will also make a significant contribution to the towns future 
sport pitch requirements. Unlike the sites allocated in the PSBNP this can be 
achieved on a site unaffected by flood risk and without unacceptable impacts on 
features identified for their special landscape, heritage, ecological or agricultural 
quality. 
Other Matters 
Figure 4.2 identifies the extent of proposed development sites but omits sites H 
and M. 
Policy HP4 – Provide a diverse housing mix. This policy specifies a need to 
accommodate a wide mixture of housing types from 1 to 5+ bedrooms and from 
small bungalows to large detached houses. It may not be necessary or desirable 
for all specified housing types to be accommodated on each site. The wording of 
the policy is too prescriptive and specific reference to number of bedrooms and 
bungalows and large detached houses should be omitted as it is unnecessary and 
insufficiently flexible to reflect national policy. 
Policy HP5 – Provide affordable housing. This policy includes a footnote reference 
to the AVDC Affordable Housing SPD 2007. This should be changed to the 
Council’s recently published Affordable Housing Policy Interim Position Statement, 
June 2014. 
Policy DH6 – Requirement to provide and adhere to a Design and Access 
Statement. This is adequately provided for by existing planning legislation and 
national planning guidance. The policy and advice in Chapter 12 unnecessarily 
duplicates that legislation and guidance and should therefore should be omitted. 
Policy I5 – Sustainable Building Design. This policy requires as a minimum that 
new development must meet all national and local standards for sustainable 
development, yet fails to identify what these standards 
8 Local Plan Inspectors Report paragraph 12.7.16 and Appeal Ref. 2177458 
paragraph 19 
are. The broad, non-specific wording of the policy make it difficult to understand 
the requirements of the policy which are potentially highly onerous. 
The policy also requires compliance with the AVDC Green Infrastructure Strategy, 
which was drafted for the purposes of strategic planning is not planning policy and 
is not intended as a basis for determining individual planning applications. Its 
inclusion in this policy is misplaced and should be omitted. 
Policy FU1-FU4 – Developer Contributions. These policies all seek development 
contributions towards different initiatives intended to benefit the town. Regulation 
122 of the CIL Regulations (2010) imposes limitations on the use of planning 
obligations, yet there is no recognition or reference to this in the wording of the 
policies or the supporting paragraphs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be rectified. 
It is felt necessary to include these items as there 
has historically been a lack of housing mix, 
especially recently with the Lace Hill and Moreton 
Road developments, specifically in areas of large 
detached houses and bungalows. 
 
 
 
This will be amended 
 
 
 
It is felt that this is required due to the poor design 
of recent housing developments in the town. 
It is felt that this should stay the same, the wording 
does not commit to a specific set of standards to 
ensure that the policy is future-proofed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There is scope to review the Plan as set out in 
para.4.22.  
Reference will be made to CIL regulations. 
 
 



The Local Planning Authority responsible for determining planning applications will 
decide whether the CIL Regulation 122 tests are met. This assessment will vary 
dependent on the circumstances of each case, together with a consideration of 
other policy priorities which may exist at County or District level. 
Furthermore the policies make no reference to the proposed introduction of CIL at 
AVDC. 
As a result the policies should either be omitted or subject to a fundamental review 
to properly reflect the legislative and policy restrictions which apply to the securing 
of planning obligations. 
Conclusion 
We consider that the PSBNP is fundamentally flawed in its approach which makes 
inadequate provision for new housing which will not provide for objectively 
assessed needs and restrict development contrary to national policy. Its policies 
do not comply with national or local planning policy such that the PSBNP does not 
meet the ‘basic conditions’ as set out in law. This is on the basis that: 

allocated sites, which fail to provide an adequate level of housing to meet future 
needs and is at odds with the fundamental purpose of neighbourhood planning 
which is to plan positively for sustainable development in accordance with local 
strategic housing development policies and objectively assessed needs. These 
have yet to have been satisfactorily identified. 

92 new 
housing units across the plan period. Despite this the PSBNP plans to provide for 
only 617 homes, the same level of housing as the November 2013 of the PSBNP 
which was informed by the discredited and withdrawn VAP. Accordingly it does 
not plan positively to support local development or support the strategic 
development needs of the area contrary to paragraphs 16 and 184 of the NPPF. 

of Castlemilk/Moreton Road is the result of a flawed process. The allocation of a 
number of the chosen sites conflict with national and/or local planning policy and 
in turn the ‘basic conditons’. 

with the findings of the Inspector into the Deposit Draft Local Plan, who concluded 
it was vital for these sites to be protected from development to retain some of the 
most important views of the town and its setting. 

presumption in favour of sustainable development as required by the NPPF. 
regard has been had to the 

legislation which governs their use, namely the Community Infrastructure 
Regulations 2010, nor the process under which they are secured. 
I trust that the representations made in this letter are duly considered. Should you 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see responses above to why these are 
refuted 
 



have any further queries then please do not hesitate to contact either myself or my 
colleague Roger Welchman. 

142 Mr & Mrs C 
S Barnfather 

Our story of 7
th
 Feb 

We came into the chamber on the 7
th
 Feb over the inferstructure of our town, our 

first question! 
ONLY SILENCE. Not a sound from all of you! Only silence……………… 
YES. So YOU ARE AS WE SAY, MUPPETS 
A retired doctor had more with his wife. ONLY FINGER PAINTING (?)FROM 
YOU. And you get paid for this? 
As to your form. No address, so whom has the right to comment on our town? 
So MUPPETS, all, you are one of the GANG contact us. 

Regret that individuals did not feel they had a 
satisfactory experience during consultation. 

143 Patrick 
Swann , 
Planning 
and 
Developmen
t Consultant 
to New 
College, 
Oxford. 

Response on behalf of NEW COLLEGE, OXFORD 
New College notes the new pre-consultation version of the B.N.D.P., and once 
again, generally endorses its content. 

Comment Welcomed 

144  (1) Re Sites G and H – New College particularly supports the allocation of 
Residential Site G and H, adjacent to Tingewick Road and considers that these 
locations will integrate well with the Town. 

Comment welcomed 

145  (2) Re Reserve Site M – New College, as owners of a substantial part of Site M, 
agrees with ;- (a) the principle of identifying a reserve site to cater for possible 
unforeseen circumstances in the availability, or deliverability of allocated sites; and 
(b) the selection of the western sector of the Town’s fringes, for this purpose. – 
should the need arise. 
The College believes that the western fringes of the Town had good, long-term 
potential to help meet future local housing needs, coupled with public open space; 
recreational provision, flood relief measures; landscaping; improvements to the 
local road/cycleway/footpath network etc. When the present “round” of Plan-
preparation has been completed the College would be prepared to engage with 
the Town Council and District Planning Authority in discussing some long-term 
ideas for these purposes. 

Comments noted 

146  (3) RE Policy CLH 3 – New College endorses the long term solution to the 
provision of these new Cemetery facilities BUT HAS CONCERN ABOUT THE 
WORDING OF THE SUGGESTED POLICY. New College is very pleased to be 
able to assist the Town Council in meeting community need for Cemetery land (as 
it has done in the past in the area of the existing Cemetery). The College is fully 
prepared to release the land for the new cemetery site, in conjunction with the 

Following comments received the wording of the 
policies has been altered 



development of Site G. 
However, the suggested stipulation that the facility must be “opened” before work 
has begun on site G is unduly constraining and is not acceptable to the College, 
nor likely to be so to any prospective developer of site G. 
The date on which the houses on Site G are built has no direct relationship to the 
date upon which the new cemetery needs to be operational. The date of the 
Cemetery “opening” will also be entirely up to the Town Council, and be 
something over which we or the developer will have no control, thus creating 
unacceptable uncertainty about the programming of the Residential site (s). The 
works on Site G are likely to be circumscribed by (as yet unknown) Planning and 
Highway conditions : Section 106 Agreements etc. 
If the Town Council believes that some form of enforceable, time-related 
relationship between the two entirely different schemes can be justified, it is 
suggested that it would be better for it to be incorporated, later, into one of those 
formal deeds, by agreement. 
IT IS NOTED THAT REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED by David Lock 
Associates (on behalf of Hallam land Management) also deal with this point, and 
New College is content for this issue to be dealt with along the lines suggested 

147 Matthew 
Halstead, 
Alder King, 
Planning 
Consultants 

Alder King Planning Consultants have been instructed by Minton Health 1.1 Care 
Limited 
(‘MHC’) to submit representations to the Buckingham Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, Pre-submission Consultation Version – January 2015 
(hereafter referred to as ‘the Plan’). 
1.2 MHC has significant experience bringing forward high quality extra care 
accommodation to meet the needs of older people in need of specialist care. MHC 
is currently promoting a parcel of land at West End Farm, Brackley Road, 
Buckingham, for a care home and extra care units. Preliminary details of the West 
End Farm proposals are provided at Appendix 1. 
1.3 MHC is very supportive of the Town Council’s aspirations for the sustainable 
development of Buckingham. However, it has concerns that the level of growth 
proposed does not make adequate provision for C2 – Residential Institutions 
which are required to meet the needs of older people in the community. 
1.4 This representation has been structured having particular regard to the 
statutory requirements of the Localism Act, and guidance contained in both the 
National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘Framework’) and its companion the 
National Planning Practice Guidance (the ‘Guidance’). Where concerns have been 
identified with wording within the Plan, suggested revisions have been provided. 
 
STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 
2.1 With respect to Neighbourhood Plans, paragraph 8(2) of schedule 4B of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (hereafter referred to as ‘the Act’) requires 

Comments are noted 
 
 
 



an examiner, when considering neighbourhood development orders1, to ensure 
that the draft plan meets, amongst other requirements the following basic 
condition as prescribed by s.8(2) of the Act: 

the Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the order, 
1
development; 
This representation will provide clarification as to why the Plan does 2.2 not 
accord with the above statutory requirements. 
 

148  3 REGARD TO NATIONAL POLICIES 
3.1 With respect to the supply of housing, the Framework requires local planning 
authorities (‘LPAs’) to boost significantly the supply of housing. To achieve this 
requirement, the Framework advises that LPAs should use their evidence base to 
ensure that their local plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for the 
market and affordable housing in the housing market area. 
3.2 When objectively assessing housing need, the Guidance requires LPAs to 
identify the needs for certain types of housing, including that required to meet the 
needs of older people: ‘The need to provide housing for older people is critical 
given the projected increase in the number of households aged 65 and over 
accounts for over half of the new households…The future need for older persons 
housing broken down by tenure and type (e.g. sheltered, enhanced sheltered, 
extra care, registered care) should be assessed…The assessment should set out 
the level of need for residential institutions (Use Class C2)’. (Paragraph: 021, 
NPPG (emphasis added)). 

3.3 The projected national increase in the number of households aged 65 and 
over is reflected in emerging demographic trends for Buckingham. As highlighted 
in the Plan’s evidence base: 
‘The most common age group is that of people aged between 45-64 (3,325 or 
28%)…If these people remain in Buckingham over the period covered by the 
BNDP, then it may impact on specific housing needs for an older population and 
comparison with 2001 figures supports the view that the population is ageing’ 
(Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan Evidence Base Pre-submission 
Consultation Version, para 1.13). 
MHC is firmly of the view that Buckingham’s ageing population will continue 3.4 to 
grow and in turn will place increasing pressure on both health care infrastructure 
and also specialist housing. Therefore MHC is supportive of the Plan’s ambition to 
bring forward new health facilities under the provision of policy CLH5. Support is 
also expressed to the allocation of retirement accommodation under the 
provisions of ‘Site K’. However, whilst these policies perform an important role, it is 
considered that they would not completely satisfy the needs of older people. 

 
The LPA has not made us aware that this work has 
been carried out for their Local Plan. The Town 
Council is aware of the potential needs of older 
people and in Policy HP4 requires a “Diverse 
Housing Mix” based on local needs, on 
development of more than 50 dwellings. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Town Council has made allowance for the needs of 
older people as acknowledged by this response. While 
during the public consultation there were opinions on 
more housing for older people there was no call for a 
new nursing home. With a number of assisted living 
facilities in the town including Hamilton House, North 
End Court, Brookes Court, MacKenzie Close and 
Chandos Court and additional provision in the adjoin 
village where there are two residential homes which 
cover the town. Thus with no evidence provided by the 
respondent in regards to figures showing the need for 
new residential care or the requirements of the needs 
of older people, the additional can’t be included in the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
 



Unlike retirement accommodation, C2 – Residential Institutions, when in the form 
of extra care accommodation, provide an important service meeting the specialist 
requirements of those older members of the community who are in need of 
support. This support is provided in the form of onsite care by medical staff (which 
in some instances can include specialist dementia care), on site catering provision 
and general everyday assistance. Extra care developments are also a valuable 
source of jobs, with it currently envisaged that circa 70 jobs would be provided at 
the West End Farm scheme. A guidance note produced by the Royal Town 
Planning Institute is provided at Appendix 2 that contains additional information 
about C2 – Residential Institutions. 
3.6 It is considered that there is a notable absence of specialist care 
accommodation within the Plan. Given the burgeoning elderly population MHC 
feel that this omission will have profound impacts on the social wellbeing of a 
significant element of Buckingham’s community. To remedy this situation MHC 
feel that appropriate land should be allocated within the Plan for extra care 
accommodation. 
4 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 
4.1 According to the Framework, one of the three strands to sustainable 
development is: 
‘Supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of 
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by 
creating a high quality built environment, with accessible local services that reflect 
the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well being. A 
failure to address the needs of older people does not lead to 4.2 healthy and 
inclusive communities. A failure to plan for the needs of a community will result in 
social fragmentation and greater levels of out commuting as residents are forced 
to travel further afield to find development that meets their needs. This erosion of 
a settlement’s ability to maintain self-containment is at odds with the principles of 
sustainability. 
5 SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS 
5.1 Where appropriate revisions have been suggested to current policy and 
supporting text wording. Deleted text is denoted by struck out text and additions 
by underlined text.  
5.2 Para 4.2 – ‘The Plan will provide 617 new dwellings (excluding existing 
commitments) for the general housing market. The breakdown of this is shown in 
Table 1 (p30). In addition, given that demographic evidence continues to 
demonstrate an increasing older population within Buckinghamshire, it is 
recognised that new development will be required to meet the needs of this ageing 
population. This will take the form of allocations for retirement accommodation 
(Site K) and for extra care accommodation (Site N). 
5.3 New policy – ‘HP8 – Extra Care Housing’ evidence shows that Buckingham’s 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
With 7 assisted living facilities in the locale and no 
evidence presented to indicate that such “specialist 
care accommodation” currently available will be 
over capacity then it is unable to be included within 
the Plan. 
 
 
It is felt that the Neighbourhood Plan adequately 
takes into account the tenants of Sustainable 
Development within the Plan and does so through 
the policies as recognised by the respondent in 
paragraph 3.4 of their submission  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
As stated in the previous comments on the responses 
whilst it is acknowledged that there will be an older 
demographic there has been no evidence given that 
there is a demand or requirement for such a 
development as proposed by the respondent or through 
the public consultation. 
As an aside there is a Site N already considered as part 
of the Neighbourhood Plan process and a new site (it is 
assumed that the respondent means this, however, as 
Site N is in the adjacent field this my need clarification)  



older demographic continues to increase. As a result there is growing pressure for 
new development to meet the needs of the older population. Therefore extra care 
accommodation (use class C2 – Residential Institutions), which provides specialist 
support services for older people in need of care will be provided at Site N. 
5.4 New allocation – ‘Site N is allocated for extra care accommodation (extra care 
apartments and/or a care home). The quantum of development to be delivered at 
the site will be determined at the planning application stage, although it must be of 
a high standard of design that is appropriate for the immediate locality. 
6 CONCLUSION 
6.1 It is commendable that the Buckingham Neighbourhood Forum has 
maintained a pro-active stance in relation to the planning of sustainable 
development within the town. The Plan presents a solid foundation moving 
forward, although in its current guise unfortunately does not meet the needs of all 
members of the community, most notably older people living within the town. On 
this basis the Plan does not discharge the statutory requirements set by 
legislation. Notwithstanding the above, MHC have identified an appropriate site at 
6.2 West End Farm for extra care development which is in a sustainable location 
adjacent to the existing settlement boundary. The allocation of this site for extra 
care accommodation would present an excellent opportunity to bring forward 
specialist care development to assist those elderly people in the local community 
in need of support. 
6.3 MHC looks forward to working with the Buckingham Neighbourhood Forum 
and other key stakeholders to help make the Plan Sound. 

would need the site designation of Site R. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see information above 
 

149 Judith 
Livesey, 
Nathaniel, 
Lichfield & 
Partners on 
behalf of 
Commercial 
Estates 
Group 

The land is subject of an extant planning permission for a residential-led, mixed 
use redevelopment (planning permission ref 11/02116/AOP) which included some 
land for B1 employment use. CEG retains the part of the site that was proposed to 
be developed for small scale B1 office/light industrial units with the remainder 
having been sold to Taylor Wimpey and which subject to a current reserved 
matters application. The land remaining in CEG’s ownership is shown on the Plan 
attached and measures around 0.6ha. 
The most up to date Employment Land review (ELR) for Aylesbury Vale 
(GLHearn, 2012) indicates a general oversupply of office floorspace, an 
associated lack of speculative office development but a demand for larger 
industrial units. Specifically in relation to Buckingham, the ELR notes that there is 
a potential for further employment floorspace (6.5.Ha), mainly in high value 
manufacturing. The BNDP refers to this employment land requirement in its vision 
(p.22) and evidence base together with a further 7.5Ha of employment land to 
offset the development of existing sites, such as the Tingewick Road Industrial 
Estates. The employment land allocated meets these requirements consistent with 
the objective of delivering employment-led growth (p.20). 
In the context of i) the lack of demand for office and light industrial space/small 

The calculation of housing numbers is based on the 
objective assessment of DCLG figures. It should 
also be noted that it should also include the figure 
of 400 student units, which are counted as 
dwellings, so in fact the correct number is 1017 + 
300 reserve.  
The reserve figure would address concerns about 
outside unmet housing need requiring an increase 
in numbers. 
As is noted there is a range provided as to possible 
housing numbers available. The choice of figures is 
justified in the evidence base. It is stated that this 
meets the requirement of positive planning for 
sustainable development. 
The requirement for Employment land is being 
reviewed and underpinned with further evidence. 
The “lack of demand for office and light industrial 
space/small units” as sent by the commenter is not 



units of the scale proposed at the Tingewick Road and ii) proposed employment 
land allocations that are better suited in terms of size and location to meet 
predicted demand for employment floorspace, it is important that the BNDP 
provides adequate flexibility to accommodate an alternative use on the land 
retained by CEG. 
The most appropriate use for this site is residential. This would be highly 
sustainable given its location close to the town centre and would be appropriate 
given the relationship to existing and proposed residential development. 
We consider that the site should be identifies as having potential for housing on 
figure 4.2, page 25 and listed in the table of housing sites in policy HP 1 and 
identified as having potential for around 24 units. The site (shown on Plan 1) 
should be hatched to show committed development/proposed housing 
development). It would help meet objectively assessed housing needs which we 
consider are likely to increase for Buckingham for the reasons set out below. 
1. The housing requirement for Buckingham has been calculated without 
reference to Aylesbury Vale Council’s Housing and Economic Development 
Needs Assessment (HEDNA) which was published at the end of 2014, and sets 
out an objective assessment of housing need of 975 to 10,030 dwellings per 
annum. The upper end of this range is greater than the figure currently utilised in 
preparing the BNDP. 
2. The HEDNA report only includes an objective assessment of housing need for 
Aylesbury Vale, and does not take into account unmet housing needs from the 
wider housing market area including Milton Keynes, Luton, London etc. This is 
likely to increase housing needs in Aylesbury Vale District. 
3. The BNDP evidence base also uses a lower figure for the proportion of housing 
that would be delivered  in Buckingham. Therefore allocating land for 617 units, 
plus the reserve site may not therefore fully meet housing needs. 
The development of the remainder of the Tingewick Road site could contribute 
towards meeting housing requirements in an appropriate and sustainable location. 

borne through in the feedback currently being 
received. As of the 7

th
 March 2015 on the large 

industrial estate to the south of town with 
approximately 100 units only a few are available 
with large number of success stories in the local 
paper highlighting the boom in businesses. In 
addition a further commenter above is especially 
keen to develop their allocated area of employment 
land due to the demand for employment space in 
the town. 
 
 

150  We also consider that the wording of policy HP7 is unduly restrictive and should 
not imply a limit on the number of units that could come forward on windfall sites 
or imply that that windfall sites should only be of a modest scale. The policy 
wording at present does not meet the basic condition of having had regard to 
national policy and advice, specifically the National Planning Policy Framework. 
This confirms the need for neighbourhood plans to: 
1/ “plan positively to support local development..”(para.16) 
2/ “..encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously 
developed…” (para.17) 
3./”..optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development” (para.58) 
We consider that policy HP7 should be reworded to remove reference to “of 10 
dwellings or less”. 

If windfall sites are of a significant size, then 
positive planning is difficult to undertake. It is 
unfortunate that this scheme was not brought 
forward during the last two years of consultation. 



151  We consider that the requested revisions to figure 4.2, policy HP1 and HP7 should 
be addressed prior to the submission of the Plan 

Comments are noted however no changes are felt 
warranted. 

152 Stewart 
Patience 
Planning 
Liaison 
Manager, 
Anglian 
Water  
 

Policy HP1 Allocated land for 617 dwellings 
It is proposed to allocate five sites for housing to provide 617 dwellings and 
reserve further land south of the A422 for 300 dwellings. 
The foul drainage from the above sites are in the catchment of Buckingham Water 
Recycling Centre, which currently does not have sufficient capacity to treat 
the flows from these sites. However Anglian Water are obligated to accept the foul 
flows from development with the benefit of planning consent and would therefore 
take the necessary steps to ensure that there is sufficient treatment capacity 
should the District Council grant planning permission.  
Water infrastructure provision will be dependant on location and scale of the 
development and contributions for upgrades or strategic schemes will be obtained 
through provisions in the Water Industry Act 1991 and will not be required to form 
part of the CIL provisions. Housing allocation sites G, H, and I are expected to 
require improvements to enable the development of these sites. 
Please note that there is expected to be a need for significant improvements to the 
existing foul network to enable the development of site H. There may also be a 
need for improvements to the foul network to enable the development of Sites G, I 
and Reserve Site M. Anglian Water will comment further on any planning 
applications for these sites having regard to any information provided by the 
applicant in accordance with Policy I10. 

Noted that there may be need for significant 

improvements to existing foul networks for site H, 

and may be a need for improvements to foul 

network for Sites, G, I & M 

Also noted that Buckingham Water Recycling 

Centre does not currently have sufficient capacity to 

treat flows from the new development sites. 

153  Policy HP2 Allocate 400 rooms for University Expansion and Policy EE8 Land 
allocated to University of Buckingham expansion 
It is proposed to allocate two sites for university accommodation to provide 400 
rooms. 
The foul drainage from the above sites are in the catchment of Buckingham Water 
Recycling Centre, which currently does not have sufficient capacity to treat 
the flows from these sites. However Anglian Water are obligated to accept the foul 
flows from development with the benefit of planning consent and would therefore 
take the necessary steps to ensure that there is sufficient  treatment capacity 
should the District Council grant planning permission.  
Water infrastructure provision will be dependant on location and scale of the 
development and contributions for upgrades or strategic schemes will be obtained 
through provisions in the Water Industry Act 1991 and will not be required to form 
part of the CIL provisions. Both of these sites are expected to require 
improvements to enable the development of these sites. 
Please note that there may be a need for foul network enhancements to enable 
the development of these sites. Anglian Water will comment further on any 
planning applications for these sites having regard to any information provided by 
the applicant in accordance with Policy I10. 

Comments are noted and will be incorporated 
where appropriate 



154  Policy HP6 Phasing 
Policy HP6 states that developers will need to provide evidence to demonstrate 
that there is enough sewerage capacity available as part of a planning application.  
Anglian Water welcomes the requirement for applicants of residential 
developments to provide evidence relating to the availability of sewerage capacity 
as part of their planning application. However it is considered that there is also a 
need to ensure that there is sufficient capacity at Buckingham Water Recycling 
Centre given that the capacity constraints at this site. 
It is also important to note that all sites will require a local connection to the 
existing sewerage network which may include network upgrades. To enable new 
development to connect to existing infrastructure, local connections and sewer 
reinforcements would be funded through the provisions of the Water Industry Act 
1991.  
It is therefore suggested that Policy HP6 is amended as follows: 
‘Housing development (apart from that under policy HP2 & HP7) will not take 
place before 2016, due to the abundance of current commitments. Housing 
development and Oother non-housing development can forward at any point 
before 2016 where it can demonstrated that there is sufficient infrastructure 
capacity. This is to allow employment rates to catch up with housing levels to 
further the aims of the EE policies. Sewerage capacity needs to be expanded 
before additional residential development is brought online. Developers will need 
to evidence that there is enough sewerage treatment works and foul sewerage 
network capacity available (or can be made available) as part of any planning 
application.’ 

Amendments to HP 6 accepted 

155  Policy HP6 Phasing – supporting text (pages 32 and 33) 
Developers contribute to the cost of improvements to the water supply and foul 
water networks which are required as result of their development as outlined in the 
relevant provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. Anglian Water is responsible 
for planning and funding any improvements which are required to water recycling 
centres (formerly known as sewage treatment works) in our area of responsibility. 
It is therefore suggested that the supporting text to Policy HP6 is amended as 
follows: 
‘Infrastructure relating to the sewerage system is a priority . Any required 
upgrades improvements or reduction in flows to the system Buckingham Water 
Recycling Centre formerly known as a sewage treatment works will be planned 
and funded through Anglian Water’s 5 year business plan (approved by OFWAT)’ 

Associated text amendments accepted 

156  Policy CLH 2 Allocate land for a cemetery and Policy CLH 4 Allocate land for 
allotments 
It is proposed to allocate a site for a cemetery, allotments and associated 
buildings.  
Please note that there may be a need for foul network enhancements to enable 

Comments are noted and will be incorporated 
where appropriate 



the development of these sites. Anglian Water will comment further on any 
planning applications for these sites having regard to any foul drainage evidence 
provided by the applicant in accordance with Policy I10. 

157  Policy EE1 Allocate land for employment development 
It is proposed to allocate two sites for employment and reserve further land for 
employment purposes (in the event that sites E & Q do not come forward). 
The foul drainage from these allocations sites are in the catchment of Buckingham 
Water Recycling Centre, which currently does not have capacity to treat the flows 
from these sites. Anglian Water are obligated to accept the foul flows from 
development with the benefit of planning consent and would therefore take the 
necessary steps to ensure that there is sufficient  treatment capacity should the 
planning authority grant planning permission.  
Please note that there may be a need for improvements to the existing foul 
network to enable the development of sites E & Q. Anglian Water will comment 
further on any planning applications for these sites having regard to any 
information provided by the applicant in accordance with Policy I10. 

Comments are noted. It is acknowledged that there 
may need improvements for sites E & Q 

158  Policy EE2 Allocation of land for retail, office and mixed use development 
Three sites have been allocated within the town centre for a range of potential 
uses.  
Please note that there may be a need for improvements to the existing foul 
network to enable the development of these sites dependant upon the range of 
uses proposed. Anglian Water will comment further on any planning applications 
for these sites having regard to any information provided by the applicant in 
accordance with Policy I10. 

Comments are noted.  

159  Policy I7 Rainwater collection 
Anglian Water supplies water to part of Aylesbury Vale District including 
Buckingham and is supportive of rainwater collection measures to reduce the 
impact of new development on existing water resources 
The use of water butts is one form of Sustainable Drainage Systems which 
includes permeable surfaces, swales etc. and which should be considered to 
reduce surface water flows from additional development at Buckingham. 

Comments are noted.  

160  Policy I8 Sustainable Urban Drainage System 
Anglian Water welcomes Policy I8 which will help to ensure that Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SUDs) are seen as an integral part of proposed developments 
within the town.  
All developments should adhere to the surface water management hierarchy 
outlined in Part H of Building Regulations with disposal to a surface water sewer 
seen as a last resort. Therefore we welcome the final sentence of Policy I8. 

Comments are noted. 

161  Policy I10 Sewage management 
Anglian Water as sewage undertaker welcomes Policy I10 which requires 
applicants to provide a foul drainage solution and a plan for solution at the time of 

Comments are noted. 



the planning application. 
Anglian Water offers a pre planning service which includes a capacity check to 
determine the impact of sewerage from a proposed development. We will also 
work with the developer or landowner during this process to develop foul and 
surface water (where applicable) drainage solutions which will not cause a 
detriment to our existing or future customer. We would encourage the prospective 
developer to contact us at the earliest convenience to discuss drainage proposals 
to serve the development. Details regarding this service can be found at 
http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/pre-planning-service-.aspx 
 

162 Chris 
McGough, 
McGough 
Planning 
Consultants
, on behalf 
of Ashtenne 
Industrial 
Fund 

As you know from our previous correspondence, McGough Planning Consultants 
act for the owner of the western portion of the Tingewick Road Industrial Estate, 
(identified as Site I within this latest version of the pre-submission draft the BNDP) 
-Ashtenne Industrial Fund (AIF).  
AIF’s Tingewick Road Industrial Estate is characterised by large, ageing industrial 
buildings not suited to modern industrial requirements. The age and condition of 
the stock on site, the estate’s location, the complexities of access and the 
availability of alternative units elsewhere have all contributed to the estate’s 
decline over a number of years.  
AIF as such welcomes the Town Council’s view that Tingewick Road Estate has 
come to the end of its useful life and should form one of a number of residential 
allocations in this draft of the emerging Buckingham Neighbourhood Development 
Plan (BNDP).  
AIF is broadly supportive of the latest version of the presubmission BNDP, 
however, there are a number of concerns and comments about the precise detail 
of the emerging policy. Their comments are aimed at strengthening the plan, 
making it clearer and ultimately more deliverable. They also wish to comment on 
the accompanying Evidence Base and Sustainability Appraisal documents. 

Broad support of Plan welcomed 

163  SUPPORT - Para 2.10: The Tingewick Road Industrial Park has been identified as 
not meeting current or projected future needs.  
AIF welcomes the Town Council’s support of the now widely accepted view that 
Tingewick Road Industrial Estate is a failing estate. This was also the conclusion 
reached by AVDC’s Employment Land Review, which recommended 
reconsideration of the site’s allocation in conjunction with developing employment 
allocations elsewhere in Buckingham. 

Support welcomed 

164  SUPPORT - Para 3.2: The overarching vision of the plan will be to “make 
Buckingham a better place to live, work, study and play”, which must be achieved 
in the context of sustainable growth 

Support welcomed 

165  SUPPORT Page 20 Objective: Provide a diverse housing stock to meet the needs 
of existing and future local people 

Support welcomed 

166  COMMENT - Para 4.2: The Plan will provide 617 new dwellings (excluding A new calculation using the latest DCLG figures has 

http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/pre-planning-service-.aspx


existing commitments) for the general housing market.  
It is understood that, following criticism from the Local Plan Inspector and the 
withdrawal of the last version of the draft Local Plan, AVDC is currently 
undertaking work to obtain the objectively assessed need for new housing for the 
District. The AVDC website states “Following an examination hearing last 
December, planning inspector Kevin Ward concluded that the level of proposed 
housing was too low to create the new jobs”.AIF support the statement of a 
housing requirement within the BDNP because it offers some clarity however 
consider that the status of the 617 new dwellings figure should be made clearer. 

been undertaken [figures only became available 
during pre-submission consultation] and the Plan & 
Evidence Base amended to reflect this and to clarify 
the calculations and  resulting figures. 

167  SUPPORT- Page 25 Figure 4.2: Site I proposed housing site  
AIF own Site I and support the housing allocation. 

Noted 

168  SUPPORT – Policy HP1 and Table 1- Development will be supported for new 
housing as set out in Table 1 and as shown in the site allocation plans in Section 4 
provided the development meets the requirements set out in the policies of this 
Plan and any applicable Local Plan. All dwelling numbers are indicative and will be 
reviewed at the application stage (our emphasis).  
AIF welcomes the statement within the policy clearly saying all dwelling numbers 
are indicative and will be reviewed at the planning application stage. The figure of 
100 dwellings on Site I was established using crude density assumptions 
(primarily for the purposes of discussion at the consultation day in 2013). More 
detailed masterplanning work is required to establish site I’s true housing capacity. 
If the density of development of the proposal for the adjacent CEG site is used 
(established in the recent reserved matters application - which will be approved 
shortly), it is more likely that Site I’s capacity could rise to around 125-130 
dwellings. 

Noted – density calculations will be a matter for 
planning stage and Design Guide, and it is noted 
that as open green space calculations are premised 
on increased population from site, and increase in 
dwellings will have a corresponding increase in 
open green space requirements. 

169  COMMENT – Amended Policy HP4 Provide a diverse housing mix: Housing must 
be of a type, size and tenure that meets local needs. On developments of more 
than 50 dwellings in size (excluding those dwellings in HP2) there should be a 
wide mixture of types of housing from 1 to 5+ bedrooms and from smaller more 
manageable units to large detached houses.  
AIF support the aim of the policy, but ask that it is more clearly stated that a wide 
mixture of types of housing should be achieved wherever possible. 

It is felt that the policy is comprehensive enough in 
its current form. 

170  COMMENT – Amended Policy HP5 Provide affordable housing: All proposals for 
new housing on sites  
1hectare or over should provide affordable housing at a minimum rate of 35%, 
(subject to viability); the affordable housing should be fully integrated and phased 
concurrently with market housing; and the design must be indistinguishable from 
the development’s market housing (including parking provision). Proposals for 
smaller sites should provide affordable housing which reflects local needs and any 
previous development of associated or adjacent sites. Planning applications for 
residential development of 1 hectare or more must be accompanied by an 

Given the demonstrated need for affordable homes 
set out in the Evidence Base [40%+ of local 
population cannot afford house on the open market, 
and actual waiting list figures from AVDC], and also 
the considerable support given to more affordable 
homes in Buckingham throughout all stages of 
consultation, the figure of 35% as supported by the 
CIL Viability Study by Dixon Searle for AVDC 2012, 
was adopted. It is qualified by  “subject to viability”, 



Affordable Housing Plan. The Affordable Housing Plan will set out the numbers, 
mix of affordable housing, how affordable housing will be integrated into the site 
and how it will be phased through the development to fill the other requirements of 
this policy.  
Affordable housing policy is a normal part of planning policy frameworks. The level 
of affordable housing required should be set on the basis of evidence of an 
identifiable need. AVDC’s work has identified the affordable housing need across 
the district to be 30% based on their own housing need survey. This was set out in 
policy in the previous versions of the pre-submission draft of the BNDP, as 
recently as June 2014. We are not aware of any further work on housing need 
being published since then.  
It is likely however that different parts of AVDC will have higher or lower need, but 
the level of affordable housing required is be based on evidence. AIF is concerned 
by the suggested approach set out in this amended policy (and the evidence 
base), which seems to rest on the assumption that if a nearby settlement was 
successful in adopting a policy requiring 35% affordable housing, then 
Buckingham should seek the same.  
AIF supports the inclusion of the term “subject to viability” as part of this policy as 
this reflects good practise already evidenced within the Council. On the adjacent 
site to Site I for example, the affordable provision is approximately 16% in 
response to concerns over viability. 

and is supported by AVDC. 
 
It is disingenuous to imply that the Winslow figure  
was simply borrowed. The reference was included 
to show that another Neighbourhood Plan under the 
same Local Plan successfully upheld a 35% 
requirement, subject to viability. Great Horwood 
might now also be added, as the same rate was set 
there. It is not so much geographical proximity, as 
the same planning regime, which makes the 
comparison valid. In addition with regards to 
Winslow it is a local town of a similar nature i.e. a 
small market town. 

171  COMMENT – Amended Policy HP6 Provide a Phasing Strategy: Phasing Housing 
development (apart from that under policy HP2 & HP7) will not take place before 
2016, due to the abundance of current commitments. Other development (non-
housing) can be undertaken at any point. This is to allow employment rates to 
catch up with housing levels to further the aims of the EE policies. Sewage 
capacity needs to be expanded before additional residential development is 
brought online. Developers will need to evidence that there is enough sewerage 
capacity available as part of any planning application.  
It is unclear whether the aim of the amended policy (and the accompanying 
reasons) is to prevent other new housing developments before 2016, or to 
introduce a phased approach to housing development after 2016.  
The broad thrust of policy announcements across a number of Government 
departments over the last few years has been to encourage the rate house 
building to increase. This includes the NPPF, which seeks “to boost the supply of 
housing” (para 47) and informs decision makers to consider housing applications 
“in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development (para 49).”  
The most recent guidance on the issue of phasing coming from PINs was 
summed up in the Inspector’s report on Rotherham’s Core Strategy (dated 30 
June 2014). This stated the position in relation to phasing policies plainly: (para49) 
“The approach of the Framework is to promote sustainable development which 

The Plan provides for a significant amount of 
development and thus plans positively for 
sustainable development, and whilst this may 
normally now mean as soon as possible, 
sustainable is the key word. Currently the 
Buckingham Water Recycling Centre, on the 
evidence of Anglian Water, does not have sufficient 
capacity for any of the proposed developments. 
This may mean provision of new infrastructure by 
Anglian Water which need to be part of their 5 year 
business plan. The Environment Agency have also 
warned of the risks in terms of foul water flooding 
and water contamination, if sewerage capacity is 
not addressed. It is therefore deemed appropriate in 
terms of sustainability to phase development, and 
would deem this to be positive planning. The 
Neighbourhood Plan has to consider the needs of 
all residents [and future residents] of Buckingham. 
 
 



should go ahead without delay. Sites should be tested to ascertain whether they 
are sufficiently sustainable and deliverable to justify their development rather than 
phasing them until a later date in the plan period.”  
He went on to say that plans ”should therefore identify sites which are sustainable 
in the round in accordance with the strategy set out in the Core Strategy. The 
Council should then encourage their suitable and speedy development, thereby 
eliminating an aspect of uncertainty” (para 50). The policy has been amended to 
include reasons for the introduction of phasing (set out in the evidence base), 
which are understood to relate principally to the capacity of the sewerage system. 
Site I is not a green field site. It is already connected to the existing sewerage, 
roads, water, power systems – its current use has an existing impact that will be 
switched from industrial to residential use on redevelopment. The extent of this will 
be determined more accurately through further work.  
The site assessments within the Sustainability Appraisal document accompanying 
this consultation examined all the proposed site allocations. Site I scored the 
highest of any of the proposed allocations – the current version of the 
Sustainability Appraisal scored Site I at +30 (although previously, it was 33; the 
reason for the reduction is unexplained). A policy seeking to stop the development 
of sites like Site I (which is wholly previously developed land in highly accessible 
locations within Buckingham) is at odds with the NPPF and recent Government 
policy pronouncements specifically seeking to achieve the reverse. 

It is noted that Anglian Water comments that 
improvements may be needed to Buckingham 
Water Recycling Centre in order to develop Site I. 
 
With regards to the point within the Sa this was 
altered due to feed back from other commenters 
from the last pre-submission consultation 

172  COMMENT – New Policy CLH3 Provision of play provision for new developments: 
0.12 ha on Site I of designated equipped playing space and 0.25 ha of informal 
playing space as a minimum. The figure for informal open space is incorrectly 
shown as 0.25ha, when it has always been (and is elsewhere) stated as 0.24ha. 

Figures have been amended in Submission version 
in accordance with AVLP Policy GP86 

173  COMMENT – Amended Policy CLH9 Creation of new parks and green spaces: 
Developers must provide public open space. These new areas of open space 
must be connected to other open space wherever possible. This will also apply to 
windfall sites and employment areas  
The amendments to draft policy commitment is supported. At the last consultation, 
the land shown as Riverside Walk open space (in figure 8.6 in the previous 
version of the pre-submission draft) was not owned by AIF. Requiring AIF to 
deliver this land (in unknown, third party ownership) as the open space associated 
with the residential redevelopment of Site I would be contrary to the NPPF and the 
guidance in relation to planning obligations (NPPG). 

The land referred to has been designated Local 
Green Space under the Plan. The site requirement 
is to ensure connection to this land from the 
developed site, not to deliver the land. There is no 
requirement for AIF to deliver this land. However if 
AIF were to deliver the land as part of the green 
space requirement attached to Site I this would be 
welcomed. 

174  COMMENT - Amended CLH10 Continuation and expansion of the Riverside Walk: 
Development schemes adjacent to the river must provide for a public 
pedestrian/cycle route and amenity spaces, which must include seating and space 
for other activities such as picnicking, alongside the river Great Ouse. Any 
buildings which bound the Riverside walk must be designed to overlook the area, 
to provide an additional security feature.  

See comment above 



See comments given to CLH9 above. 

175  COMMENT – Amended Policy I4 – Public transport connectivity: All developments 
must provide links (either via pedestrian/cycle routes or via direct provision) to 
public transport.  
10.8 Discussions must take place with Buckinghamshire County Council’s ???  
We are aware the reason has been amended, but it is unclear 

This was a formatting problem which will be 
rectified 

176  COMMENT - I5 Sustainable Building Design: Any new development must as 
minimum, meet all national and local standards for sustainable development 
applicable, and conform with the AVDC Green Infrastructure Strategy or 
equivalent. New homes should be compliant to at least the minimum level required 
by the Homes and Communities Agency. Affordable homes will then be required 
to be constructed to the same level as market homes  
We remain unclear what AVDC Green Infrastructure Strategy is and how it differs 
from building regulations. If the AVDC Strategy is more onerous than building 
regulations then its provisions ought to be opened to public scrutiny along with 
other BNDP policies as part of the Examination process. 

I5 has now been amended in Submission Version 
and would seem to address these points. 

177  COMMENT - AMENDED I8 – Sustainable Urban Drainage System: New 
developments must incorporate  
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) to reduce the run-off of surface 
water in line with the requirements of Buckinghamshire County Council, Aylesbury 
Vale District Council, the Environment Agency & Anglian Water. The SUDS must 
(where the feature is communal rather than building specific) be designed as an 
integral part of the green infrastructure and street network, so that SUDS are 
positive features of the development. The system should effectively mitigate any 
adverse effects from surface water run-off and flooding on people, property and 
the ecological value of the local environment. A surface water sewer should be 
seen as a last resort and no surface water will be permitted to enter the public foul 
sewage network.  
AIF supports in principle SUDs as part of good design however recognise that this 
is not always achievable. Requiring all developments to provide for SUDs without 
knowing whether it is achievable is not consistent with the NPPF or NPPG in 
relation to matters of policy formulation. In addition, the policy should be flexible 
enough to allow for the reuse of existing drainage systems within previously 
developed sites. 

Policy has received support of Anglian Water as 
sewerage undertaker. If existing connections are 
not adequate, the new provision must be in form of 
SUD [of which there are a number of varieties and 
options. 
Sustainable Development also requires that the 
environment is protected.  

178  COMMENT – Amended Policy DC1 – Contributions for cycle and pedestrian 
connections: Developer contributions will be sought from development to aid in the 
provision and enhancement of cycle and pedestrian connections, both within the 
town and with other destinations, and can be spent outside of the Plan boundary. 
Contributions will be spent on schemes put forward through agreement by 
Buckinghamshire County Council, as transport authority, and Buckingham Town 
Council.  

Policy DC1 has been further amended in 
Submission version, which addresses concerns 
about CIL regulations, but it should be noted that 
this is not necessarily a requirement in terms of 
Regulations 121 & 122 on actual sites, and that CIL 
expenditure under Regulation 59C should be borne 
in mind. 



The Government is clear that obligations must be fully justified and evidenced. 
Where contributions are being sought, obligations should not prevent development 
from going forward. AIF is concerned about the lack of detail associated with the 
proposals.  
The NPPG makes clear: “Planning obligations mitigate the impact of unacceptable 
development to make it acceptable in planning terms. Obligations should meet the 
tests that they are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms, directly related to the development, and fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind. These tests are set out as statutory tests in the Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 and as policy tests in the NPPF”  
Policies seeking planning gain should be set out in a development plan document 
to enable fair and open testing of the policy at Examination. Supplementary 
planning documents should not be used to add unnecessarily to the financial 
burdens on development and should not be used to set rates or charges which 
have not been established through development plan policy. 

179  COMMENT – Amended Policy DC2 Contributions for the implementation of the 
Buckingham Transport Strategy - Developer contributions will be sought from 
development on allocated sites for the implementation of the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy.  
See comments for DC1. We have searched the evidence base, AVDC’s and 
Buckinghamshire’s websites for a copy of the Buckingham Transport Strategy: 
without seeing a copy it is not possible to give any meaningful comments at this 
stage. 

Buckingham County Council will bring this forward 
with reference to the policies of the BNDP. 

180  COMMENT – Amend Policy DC3 Contributions for the local infrastructure: 
Developer contributions will be sought from development on all sites to provide 
local infrastructure as agreed with Buckingham Town Council, AVDC and 
Buckinghamshire County Council. Local infrastructure will include key things (but 
is not limited to) such as sewerage, schools. Initially the key document for this will 
be AVDC’s Draft Infrastructure Strategy or any subsequent document.  
See comments for DC1 and DC3 

Please see comments above. 

181  SUPPORT - Page 65, Site I: Site I is allocated for:  
· Up to 100 dwellings over 2.84 ha of land.  
· 0.12 ha of designated equipped playing space  
· 0.24 ha of informal playing space as a minimum.  
· 0.44 ha of employment land  
AIF support the allocation allowing the redevelopment of site I for residential or 
residential mixed use development. 

Noted 

182 Evidence 
Base 
Comments  

COMMENT – paras 1.36 – 1.42 Housing Development Phasing  
See AIF’s objection to Policy HP6. It is clear there are some instances where the 
phasing of housing sites might be acceptable, including where physical works are 
required first (eg sewage infrastructure) or some other event was required to 

Comments on Phasing are noted, but proper 
sewerage connections and capacity must be seen 
as priorities. There are a number of other factors 
that affect land/house prices and the delivery of 



happen before the site could come forward. However, the guidance set out within 
NPPF (and Government policy generally) is clearly aimed at bringing forward 
housing sites as expeditiously as possible. LPAs should not seek phasing policies 
unless there are good and sound reasons for doing so.  
The proposed housing allocations sites set out in the BNDP is an 
acknowledgement that these are the best housing sites and the Town Council’s 
wish to see them developed. Seeking to control when they can receive planning 
permission and therefore can be developed should only be done when there is a 
sound reason. Some unintended consequences of constraining supply in the way 
set out include:  
- A reduction in the choice of available sites to the market; which could  
- Drive up land / house prices; and  
- Slow the delivery of affordable housing.  
 
Policy HP6 has been amended to include reasons set out in the evidence base, 
which are understood to relate principally to the capacity of the sewerage system. 
Site I is not a green field site. It is already connected to the existing sewerage, 
roads, water, power systems – its current use has an existing impact that can be 
switched from industrial to residential use on redevelopment. The extent of this will 
be determined more accurately through further work. 

affordable housing [not least levels of provision]. 
 
Again it should be noted that it cannot be assumed 
that the existing sewerage connection on Site I is 
sufficient to accommodate the proposed change of 
use – this would need to be evidenced at planning 
application stage. 

183 Sustainabilit
y Appraisal 

COMMENT - Page 35: Site I appraisal  
The conclusions outline in the appraisal in relation to the provision of smaller units 
may be misconstrued and result in the LPA insisting that they must come forward 
(even where there may be no market or they may be unviable).  
In relation to flooding, it is likely the Town Council’s view is based upon the EA’s 
flood information/ mapping. AIF wish to point out that the area identified by the EA 
as within the flood plain at present is nearly the highest point of the site – an FRA 
will establish the extent of a flood plain (if any). 

Issues of viability of exact units would be a question 
for planning application stage, it is deemed 
appropriate for the use of employment land in what 
will be a predominately residential area. 
 
Disputing EA’s figures would be a matter for 
planning application stage. It is not unreasonable 
for a Neighbourhood Plan to base assessment on 
figures provided by the statutory body responsible 
for such matters. 

184  It is clear throughout the BNDP pre submission draft that the Town Council 
support the redevelopment of Site I for housing led mixed use development on the 
basis of its proximity to the Town Centre and it’s redundancy as an industrial 
estate. AIF welcomes the Town Council’s support. AIF is keen to have an active 
part in the emerging BNDP and would welcome any opportunity to discuss the 
views set out in this letter.  
You will recall from our presentation to the Town Council at its meeting of 6 
October 2014 that we made a pre-application submission to AVDC in August 
2014. Following a long wait, we have just now received the Officers response and 
now feel it is a good time to begin the masterplanning process in earnest. The 
meeting agreed that AIF should engage with the public and Town Council in 

Noted 



drawing up a proposal for the redevelopment of the site. 

185 Henry 
Scrase, for 
Four Frogs, 
for Harper 
Developmen
ts Ltd. 

Four Frogs Ltd is instructed by Harper Partners (“Harper”) to submit 
representations to the Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan Further 
Revised “Pre-submission Consultation Version” (January 2015) (BNDP). 

Noted 

186 Received at 
18.44 5/3/15 
after close 
of 
submission
s. 

Harper Partners comprise a partnership between members of the Harper family 
who own Gawcott Fields Farm; a strategic area of land to the south of 
Buckingham. 
1.3 Harper Partners are currently in discussions with Messrs Garratt, who jointly 
control land adjoining Gawcott Fields Farm, aimed at securing a collaboration 
agreement to promote c40ha of “deliverable” land to the south-east of 
Buckingham as a comprehensive and coherent sustainable urban extension to the 
Town. The urban extension will help meet growth needs and comprises a mixed-
use development of residential (c.500 units) and employment uses (c.6.5ha) (with 
supporting uses/infrastructure) as described in more detail in Section 5 of this 
Statement. A Site Location Plan and Aerial Photograph are attached as 
Appendices 1 and 2 respectively to show the extent of land being promoted and 
the ownership boundaries. 
1.4 Harper’s representations are made in the context of this proposed 
development. Harper made separate representations to the Vale of Aylesbury 
Plan Strategy (“VAP Strategy”), and GVA and Four Frogs Ltd participated on their 
behalf in the Examination Hearings for Matters 1 and 2. Harper have also made 
representations to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) “scoping” and “call for 
sites” in May 2014. 

Comments are noted. 
Also noted is the desire for the commenter to 
expand the built up area of the town beyond the 
designated Neighbourhood Plan Area. Please see 
response below as well. 

187  Objections are made to various aspects of the BNDP and the Statement is 
therefore structured as follows: 
• Section 2 objects to the BNDP on the grounds that it cannot be in general 
conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan (para. 184 of NPPF) given 
that such policies do not exist at the current time. Section 2 also objects to the 
designation of the Neighbourhood Area as it provides no flexibility to deliver 
potentially higher growth requirements, which the future Local Plan (VALP) is 
almost certain to require. 
• Section 3 sets out Harper’s objections to the overall level of housing provision in 
the BNDP (Policy HP1). 
• Section 4 sets out our objections to the allocation of Sites H and M (Policy HP1). 
• Section 5 provides evidence to demonstrate that the land at, and adjoining, 
Gawcott Fields Farm is both sustainable and “deliverable” and, therefore, 
appropriate for allocation in the BNDP. 
• Section 6 provides objections to other specific/detailed aspects of the BNDP 

Noted and responded to at relevant sections. 



(plan period and Policies HP5, HP6, DHE1, CLH1, CLH3, EE1 and DC2). 

188  Paras. 1.2 and 1.3 of the BNDP state that it provides planning policies in general 
conformity with the saved policies of Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan (AVDLP), 
as well as the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). In relation to the 
former, the AVDLP is now out-of-date in relation to strategic growth requirements 
and in respect of policies concerning the supply of housing. 
2.2 One of the “basic conditions” that the BNDP will need to meet is be “… in 
general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan…” 
(Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990). This is reflected in the 
NPPF at para.184 which states that “Neighbourhood plans must be in general 
conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan…Neighbourhood Plans 
should reflect these policies and … should plan positively to support them”. 

The AVDLP is the current Local Plan and the BNDP 
is in general conformity with AVDLP. In addition the 
commenter is referred to look at other local 
examples of Winslow, Great Horwood and Marsh 
Gibbon Neighbourhood Plans for clarification to this 
point. 

189  Para. 1.3 of the BNDP states that relevant saved policies from the AVDLP are 
listed in Appendix 4. They are in fact attached at Appendix 5. 
2.4 It is noted that Policy ST1 of the AVDLP dealt with the distribution of new 
housing and employment but has not been saved. The only policies which have 
been saved are generic development management policies which pre-date the 
NPPF. Furthermore, AVDC claim to have a five-year supply of deliverable housing 
land but we disagree with this and consider that the deliverable supply actually 
equates to c.4 years, with a shortfall of in excess of 1,000 dwellings at April 2014. 
Para. 49 of the NPPF states that 
“relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if 
the LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites”.  
As a consequence of this position, we contend that any saved policies from the 
AVDLP which concern the supply of housing are now immaterial. 
It is apparent that the AVDLP is meaningless to the BNDP in relation to identifying 
strategic growth needs and its housing supply policies are now out-of-date and 
immaterial. The BNDP is, therefore, being prepared in a strategic policy “vacuum”. 
It is highly questionable whether the BNDP can be shown to be in general 
conformity with an up-to-date Local Plan because one does not exist at the current 
time. 

Thank you for noting the incorrect numbering this 
will be corrected. 
Evidence Base uses DCLG figures to project 
housing requirements. There is no use of AVDLP 
so not sure of relevance of this comment. 
 
It has been shown at a number of Independent 
examiner hearings that the lack of an up-to-date 
Local Plan is not a bar to a Neighbourhood Plan 
progressing, nor is it necessary even if housing 
allocations are made.  

190  It is recognised that there is nothing to prevent the BNDP from being prepared 
prior to the examination and adoption of the emerging Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan (VALP), but we would question whether this is actually a desirable and 
sensible route as there is major risk that the BNDP would be superseded by an 
adopted VALP in 2017 which requires levels of strategic growth which go beyond 
what is allowed for the BNDP. This would render the BNDP as out-of-date and 
moribund after only two years. 
 
2.7 We understand that AVDC commissioned a “Housing and Economic 
Development Needs Assessment” (HEDNA) in June 2014 that is expected to be 

This recognition is welcomed. It is not accepted that 
the BNDP is premature, and that the BNDP going 
forward now offers the best opportunity to plan 
positively for the sustainable development of the 
BNDP Area. 
 
 
 
2.7 Planning is not a static process. 
 



published for consultation in summer 2015. It seems premature to submit the 
BNDP for Examination prior to reviewing the findings of this assessment given that 
it will provide a “direction of travel” in relation to strategic employment and housing 
needs. 
 
2.8 Should it be argued by the proponents of the BNDP that it is reasonable to 
assume that the only material change to the VALP in comparison to the VAP 
Strategy will be solely as to housing numbers and that the BNDP is already 
sufficiently flexible on this point (contingent provision of Site M for 300 additional 
dwellings) then consideration should be given to the conclusions of the Planning 
Inspector appointed to examine the VAP Strategy which disabuse the reader of 
such an argument. Para. 44 of the Planning Inspector’s letter (Appendix 3) reads 
as follows:- 
“In terms of soundness, there would be a need for a substantial amount of 
additional work to rectify the deficiencies I have identified. This would require 
significant cross boundary co-operation with a number of authorities and is likely 
to take some time, particularly given the difficult issues that would need to be 
addressed. Modifications required to make the Plan sound would make it 
fundamentally different to that submitted in terms of its overall strategy and 
approach to growth…” (our emphasis). 
 
2.9 It is, therefore, clear that the Inspector expects any revised plan to be 
“fundamentally different” from the VAP Strategy. If the VALP is to be 
“fundamentally different” then it cannot be safe to assume that the BNDP should 
not be “fundamentally different” also in order to be “generally consistent” with it, as 
is required. This further  demonstrates that the submission of the BNDP, prior to 
further work on the VALP, is premature. 
 
2.10 The proponents recognise that the BNDP must ‘comply’ with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Evidence Base para 1.5). In the absence of a 
Strategic Local Plan that would ordinarily articulate the objectively assessed 
housing need as required by the NPPF and in respect of which the BNDP should 
be in general conformity, the BNDP seeks to “address and set housing numbers” 
itself (Evidence Base para 1.6). The housing numbers that the BNDP sets are 
based upon an over-simplistic approach that cannot be described as “Objectively 
Assessed” and therefore do not satisfy the NPPF /PPG in terms of how they have 
been arrived at. As such they are unsound and are likely to be overtaken by the 
VALP SHMA process. The BNDP should be planning positively for an increased 
requirement. 

 
 
 
 
 
2.8 & 2.9 seem to be based on the same 
speculation for which BNDP is criticised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.10 Comment noted but point is made that 
calculation is based on DCLG figures, so unclear 
about lack of objective-assessment.  
The Independent Examiner is best placed to decide 
whether figures amount to positive planning for 
sustainable development. 

191  Following on from all of the above, it is extremely difficult to see how the BNDP 
can be “planning positively” to support strategic Local Plan policies (as required by 

Please see comments above and below. It is felt 
that the BNDP doe plan positively for the future with 



para. 184 of the NPPF), when there are no up-to-date policies of the sort in place. 
We expand upon this point in Section 3, which considers the level of housing 
proposed in the BNDP, but it is important to reiterate our earlier objections 
(attached as Appendix 4) to the designation of the Neighbourhood Area, as it 
currently provides limited flexibility to meet a potentially higher housing 
requirement for Buckingham as is likely to be required in the VALP. 
 

over a 40% increase in the number of dwellings in 
the town  as well as employment land, retail etc... 

192  Conclusions 
2.12 To conclude, the BNDP claims to be in general conformity with the saved 
policies of the AVDLP but this is now completely meaningless because this does 
not provide any strategic growth requirements and its housing supply policies are 
out-of-date. In the absence of an up-to-date Development Plan, it is not possible 
to demonstrate that the BNDP is in general conformity with one, so one of the 
statutory “basic conditions” cannot be fulfilled. 
2.13 We understand the desire to prepare the BNDP in draft form and we have no 
objections to this process, but it is essential that it is on the basis of “positive” 
planning which acknowledges that there is almost certain to be an increased 
housing requirement for Buckingham. This is unlikely to be confirmed until mid-
2015 when the VALP Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment is 
published for consultation. It is premature to submit the BNDP for Examination 
prior to the findings of this assessment. 
2.14 In these circumstances, we strongly suggest that the most appropriate way 
forward would be for the BNDP to be withdrawn and a revised and larger 
Neighbourhood Area be considered to allow all potential development options to 
be properly assessed from the outset. 

These comments are noted but not accepted 
(please see other responses in relation to similar 
comments from the commenter)  
2.14 It is not for Buckingham Town Council to 
unilaterally plan for a wider area; consent is 
required from any neighbouring parish council that 
has land affected [Buckingham is very well aware of 
this, having consent from Gawcott with Lenborough 
Parish Council, and having lost previously given 
consent from Radclive-cum-Chackmore]. It should 
also be noted that during the last round of Area 
designation, Gawcott with Lenborough Parish 
Council when consulted did not wish to extend the 
land included. It is appreciated that that was not the 
answer that the current developer wished. 

193  Draft Policy HP1 allocates 617 new dwellings over the period 2011-2031 with a 
reserve site to provide 300 dwellings if needed. We have a number of objections 
to this level of housing supply as set out in turn below. 

Although this is what HP1 states, this fails to take 
into account HP2 and 400 student units. This brings 
the figure to 1017. 

194  This objection follows on from that set out in Section 2. 
3.3 The District Council is in the process of reassessing the full, objectively 
assessed housing needs (para. 4.7 of NPPF), which will require fresh and 
meaningful collaboration with neighbouring authorities in order to discharge the 
Duty to Co-operate. Para. 44 of the VAP Strategy Inspector’s decision letter 
(quoted in Section 2) means that the VALP is being drafted from first principles. 
Consequently, its adoption will not take place until mid-2017. 
3.4 It remains to be seen what level of housing will be found to be sound for the 
Vale, although the Inspector noted that the VAP Strategy level was “…close to the 
bottom of the overall range…” (para.33) and all of the evidence at the Examination 
pointed towards a full and objective District-wide need of c20,000 homes between 
2011 and 2031 (this is also the level of growth suggested by the West Northants 
Joint Planning Unit as the full and objectively assessed needs for the District). 

 
 
 
The advice received from AVDC is that there is no 
need for any buffer to be in place in relation to the 
recently published figures from DCLG on housing 
requirements in the area.  
The vacancy rate has been updated in the housing 
figures to 3.8% to reflect most recent AVDC rate 
To highlight that the Plan is providing for the future 
the Plan has been updated with the new housing 
figures and to provide 10.5% of the housing 
development required in the Vale under the new 



However, it appears likely that the Vale will also have to accommodate additional 
unmet needs from neighbouring authorities including Milton Keynes so the 
requirement could be even higher. An increase of 6,500 homes over the draft VAP 
Strategy housing target would inevitably have major implications for the District’s 
distribution strategy and the housing requirement for Buckingham. It is significant 
that Milton Keynes Council’s SHMA now includes Buckingham as lying within its 
Housing Market Area (see Appendix 5) and the Inspector noted that there are 
potentially unmet needs in Milton Keynes which may need to be accommodated in 
the Vale. 
3.5 We welcome the Town Council’s approach in seeking to identify the housing 
needs of Buckingham within the “Evidence Base” document. However, we 
consider this evidence to be overly-simplistic. Updated (2012-based) household 
projections are expected in the Autumn and we would question the level of 
provision attributed to the Town – 9.5% - as a proportion of the District’s total 
need. The 9.5% figure reflects a midpoint of an immaterial (and withdrawn) Core 
Strategy and historic levels of supply which have been insufficient to meet 
emerging needs (both for Buckingham and the District as a whole). This is also a 
reduced “share” than that which AVDC was proposing in the VAP Strategy;13%. 
Applying the Town Council’s methodology, 13% would translate to a total need for 
c.2,800 dwellings. Furthermore, the level of provision has no regard to potential 
levels of economic growth in and around Buckingham and the need for housing to 
support this (we consider this below). If the BNDP is to be bought forward before 
the VALP it needs to be sufficiently flexible to meet any increased need over and 
above that which the (withdrawn) VAP was proposing. In other words the 
proportion of the districtwide OAN that the neighbourhood plan could 
accommodate should be at least 13% In summary, the BNDP as drafted does not 
meet the basic test of being in general conformity with the strategic policies of an 
up-to-date Development Plan because one does not exist at the current time. It 
was premature for the BNDP to be prepared on the basis of an emerging and 
untested Local Plan housing target and proceeding further with an identical level 
of growth risks promoting less development than that which is ultimately required 
in the VALP. On this basis, the BNDP also fails to meet the basic condition of 
being consistent with national policy (para. 184 of the NPPF). 

housing figures, this is significantly higher than the 
historic 8.8% that the town has taken in previous 
years and is consummate with the requirements the 
town would have had to accommodation under the 
South East Regional Plan.  
The Steering Group [and the residents of the town 
through consultation] feel that the Plan carries 
through the feeling of the NPPF “to boost 
significantly the supply of housing”. As the town will 
be providing over 2,000 dwellings over the Plan 
period, an increase of over 40% of the housing 
stock. The concurrent growth rate from DCLG 
figures for Aylesbury Vale as whole during this 
period is 32%. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

195  No part of the BNDP states what the full and objectively assessed housing need 
is. Simply stating a residual requirement is a flawed and confusing approach as 
there can be no guarantee that all of the commitments will be delivered, nor the 
student accommodation units which are serving a specific market need associated 
with growth of the University. 
3.8 In order to ensure that the full housing requirement is delivered it is critical that 
the full requirement is clearly stated in policy in the BNDP. As outlined above, this 

All sites have been deemed deliverable. 



is because there can be no guarantee that all of the commitments (and student 
units) will be delivered. As such, there is a risk that the strategic requirement will 
not be met meaning that the basic test of “general conformity” will be failed. 

196  3.9 The BNDP (rather than its evidence base) should set out in tabulated form the 
total housing requirement over the plan period, completions achieved to date, 
committed supply and the residual requirement (to be met through new 
allocations/windfalls) in order to clearly articulate how the strategic requirement 
will be met and to provide a sound basis for monitoring and review. 
3.10 Furthermore planning policy guidance provides that past under delivery 
should be measured by reference to market signals (high prices imply pent-up 
demand). When seeking to determine residual requirement it is not appropriate to 
account for committed supply (that may pre-date the plan period) but only for 
completions within the plan period. The BNDP (rather than its evidence base) 
should set out in tabulated form the total housing requirement over the plan 
period, completions achieved to date, committed supply and the residual 
requirement (to be met through new allocations/windfalls) in order to clearly 
articulate how the strategic requirement will be met and to provide a sound basis 
for monitoring and review. 

There is table in the Plan – Table 2 which sets this 
out. 
 
There are a number of factors that could affect 
house prices in any area, and some specific to that 
area. In the Buckingham area, the presence of the 
independent University of Buckingham, and the 
successful Royal Latin School are significant 
contributors as well as just stated simply as a lack 
of supply. 

197  There is compelling evidence to suggest that the BNDP can and should be 
planning for a higher level of housing in Buckingham: 
i. Based upon the most up-to-date DCLG Household Interim Projections (2011-
based), which the VAP Strategy Inspector considered were a reliable indication of 
need (para.35), and all of the evidence presented and discussed at the recent 
examination Hearings, the view is taken that the full and objectively assessed 
housing need for the District between 2011 and 2031 is in the order of 20,000 
dwellings. This is supported by the BNDP Evidence Base document which 
identifies a need for 21,371 dwellings. At the recent examination Hearings, the 
District Council confirmed that there are no fundamental environmental or 
infrastructure constraints to this level of growth (para.33 of Inspector’s letter), and 
this applies equally to Buckingham Town. The VAP Strategy proposed a 
continuation of past trends with 13% of the District’s housing being provided for in 
the Buckingham Housing Sub-market area (BHSMA) so if this is pro-rata’d to a 
21,371 requirement it results in a requirement of c2,800 for the Buckingham 
Housing Sub-market Area. The view is taken that this is a more realistic target for 
the BNDP to plan for in the absence of any up-to-date strategic evidence from the 
emerging VALP (and prior to the publication of 2012-based household 
projections). 

As above, the figures have been amended to the 
newly released DCLG figures [27/2/15] for 
Aylesbury Vale and the rate of allocation has been 
increased to 10.5% in light of comments received. 
The projected supply of residential units 
comfortably meets and exceeds projection 
providing capacity for an increased allocation from 
forthcoming AVLP. 

198  ii. The VAP Strategy was “jobs-led” although the Inspector concluded that 
“…there is a clear and substantial mismatch between the level of housing and jobs 
planned” (para.37). The Employment Land Review Update (GL Hearn, September 
2012) recommended an allocation of 6.5ha of further employment land in 

This appears to relate to VAP. The BNDP seeks to 
maximise employment. If housing exceeds 
employment large amounts of outcommuting will 
still take place. The BNDP seek to plan positively 



Buckingham. Furthermore, Buckingham is the largest settlement in the north of 
the Vale and is proximate to the two major centres of employment growth; Milton 
Keynes and Silverstone (where a total of 4,800 jobs are committed, of which 2,800 
have been identified by the District Council as falling within Aylesbury Vale and in 
respect of which it is for any Local Plan to articulate how the resulting housing 
needs will be provided for). These factors suggest that housing provision at 
Buckingham should be maximised to support this employment growth and provide 
for a sustainable pattern of development which minimises commuting. We have 
provided a basic estimation of job growth for Buckingham overleaf: 

for sustainable development for employment and 
residential needs. Jobs at Silverstone would be 
outcommuting; with weak public transport links and 
concerns expressed about road conditions. In 
addition. Neighbouring areas such as South 
Northants have planned for significant amounts of 
residential development to service this new 
employment area, so that needs to be balanced in 
calculation assumptions. 

199  The above suggests that there could be at least 1,360 new jobs in Buckingham 
over the plan period, in addition to the committed growth at nearby Silverstone of 
4,800. When considering that there is certain to be major employment growth at 
nearby Milton Keynes, it is evident that the planned housing figure will be 
insufficient to balance with employment needs and it should be increased 
significantly to facilitate a sustainable pattern of development. As set out on the 
previous page, an employment-housing “mismatch” was made by the Inspector in 
relation to the District as a whole. 
iii. Para.6.9 of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 
(March 2013) demonstrates that “Buckingham has a potential capacity of 1,053 
dwellings…” in terms of sites that are assessed as “suitable”, plus a further supply 
of 154 from other sites. This is in addition to the supply of completions and 
commitments as set out in the VAP; 1,060. However, the VAP Strategy only 
provided for 700 additional dwellings which is 507 less than the SHLAA capacity 
figure. There is no explanation provided in any part of the evidence base for either 
of the two plans to justify this “constrained” approach to housing delivery in the 
Town and it serves to demonstrate that the Town is able to make a bigger 
contribution to the District’s housing needs. 
3.12 Having regard to the above, and mindful that the VAP Strategy proposed 
level of housing provision has been found unsound and will, without doubt, need 
to be increased through the VALP, it is submitted that the BNDP should be 
planning for at least c.2,800 dwellings over the period 2011-31. This would 
maintain the Town’s past levels of contribution to the District’s overall needs 
based upon the most up-to-date DCLG Household Projections and would provide 
a level of growth which would help to support job-growth in Buckingham and the 
north of the Vale. It is broadly consistent with the evidence of “suitable” sites in the 
SHLAA and would “positively” contribute towards the strategic policies of any 
future Development Plan as it moves towards adoption (as required by para.184 
of the NPPF). 
3.13 As explained in Section 5, there are options for sustainable urban extensions 
to Buckingham which have yet to be properly assessed by the Town and District 
Councils. One such example is the land at, and adjoining, Gawcott Fields Farm 

Such employment figures would be embraced. 
There is Reserve Site M if such figures seem likely 
to be reached. 
 
The suggestion that all available sites should be 
allocated is one that the Steering Group has 
rejected, as not being in accordance with principles 
of localism which is central to Neighbourhood 
Plans. 



(SHLAA Site Ref SHL/BUC/023) which is capable of accommodating c500 homes 
in addition to delivering the greater part (6.3ha) of the ELR employment land 
requirement. 

200  The view is taken that the level of housing proposed in the BNDP is inappropriate 
and insufficient for the following reasons: The assessment of housing need for the 
BNDP is considered to be overly simplistic in only relying upon DCLG/ONS 
projections and not taking any account of economic projections. Updated 
household projections will be published in the Autumn. In addition, a low level of 
contribution to the District as a whole is proposed which is even lower than the 
level of contribution proposed in the submitted VAP Strategy. For these reasons 
we do not consider that the BNDP is providing for the Town’s full and objectively 
assessed housing need as required by the NPPF (para. 47). 
ii. The BNDP must clearly set out how it will deliver the full and objective housing 
need by stating the total need, the net completions, and the commitments, to 
arrive at a residual requirement. It is unsatisfactory to simply state the residual 
requirement because there can be no guarantee that all commitments (and 
student units) will actually be delivered. 
iii. The available evidence suggests that a higher level of housing can and should 
be provided for in Buckingham. This includes the role of the Town (as the largest 
settlement in the northern Vale) in contributing to the District’s housing needs, the 
need to provide a sufficient level of housing to support employment growth, and 
evidence on “suitable” supply in or adjoining the Town. In the absence of a 
housing requirement figure for Buckingham in an up-to-date Development Plan, 
the view is taken that the BNDP should be planning “positively” for at least c.2,800 
homes between 2011 and 2031. 

Updated projections from 27/2/15 have been used. 
These are published regularly, and as planning is 
not static there is no justification to wait for the next 
set [or the next set after that]. The Plan is to be 
monitored each year, which will allow such figures 
to be considered. 
 
If the respondent’s figure was taken, this would 
mean a 57% increase in housing stock over the 
Plan period. The latest DCLG figures project a 32% 
growth over the Plan period in the whole Aylesbury 
Vale area. The current BNDP figures project a 
growth of more than 40% in the number of 
dwellings in the town. It is felt that such a massive 
increase in housing stock would amount to planning 
negatively for Buckingham. 

201  Objections to Sites H and M 
4.1 Policy HP1 allocates five sites to deliver 617 dwellings. There is also a reserve 
“Site M” to deliver 300 dwellings but this will only be delivered if “…a Local Plan 
requires a higher number of dwellings for Buckingham…” (para.6.1).4.2 Harper 
objects to the proposed allocation of Sites H and M on the following grounds Sites 
H and M together comprise a large western greenfield extension to 
Buckingham. It is apparent that the sites currently have a lack of readily 
recognisable and permanent physical boundaries, which has the potential to lead 
to further pressures for encroachment into the countryside. 
• Neither of these sites were assessed as part of the “Buckingham Land Use and 
Traffic Assessment” (Jacobs, August 2012) so there is an absence of evidence to 
demonstrate that they will not have any adverse traffic impacts. It is difficult to 
understand how such sites could be allocated in the absence of such an important 
assessment. 
• Earlier versions of the BNDP provided for access from a new bypass to the west 
of site M linking the A421 with the A422. This has now been withdrawn. 

Traffic assessments will form part of planning stage 
– see BCC Traffic statement in Comments. 
The detail of site layouts will also be addressed at 
the application stage. 
The development at Site M boarders the current 
built up area of the town, is close to the town centre 
and is not divorced from the town by a bypass such 
as other sites put forward by developers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Accordingly the only access to site M can be from the A422. All traffic (other than 
traffic wishing to go north west) MUST pass through the town centre (to access 
primary and secondary schools – none of which will be within a 400m walking 
distance-, convenience shopping both in the old town centre and the emerging 
new town centre on the A421, the old town centre facilities, the medical and dental 
facilities and access to Milton Keynes and the M1 to the east and Aylesbury and 
Bicester (M40) to the south. In the alternative routes through Radclive and Water 
Stratford may be exploited as “rat-runs”. Had the site been assessed (Jacobs 
2012) then the Evidence Base may have identified such constraints. 
• The previous versions of the BNDP suggested that these two sites could be 
linked/integrated but this is no longer possible as they are physically detached. In 
addition, this would have been very difficult having regard to the gradient of the 
land (a river valley), the River Ouse and its floodplain (further information below), 
the old railway line and public rights of way. The housing areas would comprise 
two discreet sites and Site M appears as an isolated island of land physically 
detached from the built-up area. Its shape is also likely to result in an inefficient 
development in relation to housing layout and density. It is also apparent that the 
railway walk will actually provide direct access to the retail facilities to the south of 
the town, rather than direct access to the Town Centre. 

 

202  Site H Specific Objections 
• We have provided our own Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for this site (Appendix 6) 
which follows the same assessment criteria in the BNDP SA. This indicates an 
overall long-term score of +3 (we disagree with the Town Council’s appraisal 
method of aggregating scores for the short term, medium and long-term as this 
has the misleading effect of accentuating any positive or negative scores so is not 
a true comparative assessment of sustainability; we have instead simply produced 
a long term appraisal which provides a more objective and fair view of 
sustainability). 

Noted – it is also noted that respondent is 
promoting own development. 

203  Site M Specific Objections 
• Large parts of Site M lie within Flood Zones 2 and 3 where development will not 
be possible. These relate to the floodplains of the River Ouse and its tributary, and 
mean that only c.25% of the site will be developable – it is difficult to understand 
how this residual piece of land could accommodate 300 units particularly when it 
is much reduced in size from the previous version of the BNDP. The allocation of 
housing will result in the development of an isolated estate which is physically 
detached from the built-up area of the Town, and poorly accessed to/from it. 
• The infrastructure costs associated with Site M (roads, bridges and flood 
defences) are likely to render it non-deliverable/developable in relation to viability 
issues. None of the evidence base demonstrates how such issues have been 
considered and assessed. Site M is undeliverable and/or undevelopable. 
• As with Site H, we have provided our own sustainability appraisal of Site M 

Noted but also noted that respondent is promoting 
own development. 
 
Site M is a reserve site, but  land is available now. It 
could be delivered within the Plan period, but is 
held in reserve unless one or more of criteria set 
out are met. As such comments not accepted. 
 
There should no longer be any reference to a 
western by-pass in the Plan. 



(Appendix 6) which suggests a long-term score of -6 Conclusions 
4.3 The view is taken that Sites H and M are neither “deliverable” nor 
“developable” as they are not “suitable locations” and there are major doubts 
regarding their “achievability”, given their constraints and infrastructure 
requirements (para.4.7 of the NPPF). In particular, Site M is reliant upon the 
western bypass that has now been withdrawn so is not “available now” and there 
is no “reasonable prospect” that this will be delivered within the Plan period or at 
all. Site M has been greatly reduced in size compared with the allocation in the 
previous version of the BNDP (by approximately a half) but the same level of 
housing is proposed. 
4.4 On the above basis, these sites do not satisfy the basic condition of being 
consistent with national planning policy. As such, they should not be allocated 
within the BNDP, and other more sustainable options should be explored including 
the land at, and adjoining, Gawcott Fields Farm (this scores higher in our own 
sustainability appraisals). 

204  5. The Opportunity at Gawcott Fields Farm and Adjoining Land 
5.1 This Section provides information on the opportunity to develop a 
comprehensive and coherent sustainable urban extension to Buckingham on the 
land at, and adjoining, Gawcott Fields Farm (“the site”). It begins with a brief 
description of the site and its surroundings, then describes the emerging 
proposals and, finally, demonstrates that the site is “deliverable” in the context of 
NPPF paragraph 47. 
5.2 The BNDP proposes (Policy EE1 Site E and site Q) that part of the subject site 
be allocated for employment purposes (6.5ha). Harper consider that a mixed-use 
development would be far more sustainable as described below. 
Description of Site and Surroundings 
5.3 The land at, and adjoining, Gawcott Fields Farm which is now proposed for 
strategic development, is marked in red on the plans attached as Appendices 1 
and 2, which detail site location and ownership boundaries and an aerial 
photograph respectively. The site comprises c.40ha of arable farmland and 
woodland. Other land owned by the promoters is marked in blue on these plans; 
this includes the existing Osier Way road to the east, as described below. 
Strategic location 
5.4 The site lies immediately to the south-west of Buckingham, adjoining the A421 
to the north and Gawcott Road to the west. The site is contained to the east by 
Osier Way which serves the industrial/retail park. This is a high-quality modern 
road which is currently owned by Harper Partners although will ultimately be 
adopted by Buckinghamshire County Council as public highway. 
5.5 Buckingham Town Centre is approximately 1.5km to the north east (as the 
crow flies). 

Part of the Neighbourhood Planning process is to 
consider the wishes of the local residents [ie 
localism] this may mean that available and 
deliverable sites which may score more highly on 
some  criteria, but are disliked by local residents are 
rejected in favour of other available and deliverable 
sites. Here, there has been a clear and consistent 
message from local people that residential 
development is not wanted beyond the by-pass, 
which is seen as a physical barrier from the rest of 
the town. The suggestion made later in comments 
that there is a new town centre based around the 
industrial and retail parks beyond the by-pass 
around which new development should be sited is 
quite firmly and forcibly rejected. 
 

205  The next part of the submission is a description of a proposed development for Noted but not accepted 



Site E- such proposals have been before the Town Council since the policies were 
drafted. Thus they have not been reproduced here.  
6. Other Detailed Objections 
6.1 This Section sets out other more detailed objections to the BNDP. 
Plan Period 
6.2 The BNDP proposes to cover the period 2011-31. In our view the BNDP 
should have an identical timeframe to the VALP. It would be much clearer if the 
timeframes were aligned, particularly in relation to calculating and monitoring any 
residual housing and employment requirements. If the VALP is adopted in 2017 it 
will need to have a 15 year timeframe so it is likely to extend to 2032, but more 
probably beyond. 
6.3 If the BNDP is to have a start date of 2011 and this is different to the VALP 
timeframe it is critical that the BNDP clearly sets out the total and residual housing 
and employment requirements (i.e. the balance after allowing for the BNDP plan 
period for any net completions but not commitments). 
Para 2.48 
6.4 Para 2.48 defines the “distinct areas” of Buckingham including the “Industrial 
Areas” to the south of the Town. Whilst this area is predominantly industrial, it 
does include several retail outlets, including the Tesco supermarket, Aldi 
supermarket, Pets at Home, as well as a potential Sainsbury’s supermarket and 
large health centre. It also includes the Slade Snooker and Indoor Bowling Club 
and Buckingham Police Station. At the very least, these retail uses should be 
recorded in the description of this area, but there is a strong argument that the 
day-to-day retail needs of the town are now being provided for to the south of 
town, as opposed to the town centre, so it would more appropriate to be described 
as “New Town Centre”. This further demonstrates that the BNDP has not 
adequately assessed all options for growth as it has placed too much emphasis on 
the accessibility of housing sites to the town centre. Policy HP5 
6.5 Policy HP5 relates to the provision of affordable housing . It is unnecessary for 
the BNDP to duplicate or cross-refer to a strategic Local Plan Policy. Moreover, 
this AVDLP policy is highly out-of-date. 
 
Policy HP6 
6.6 This Policy seeks to restrict any new housing development until 2016. Para 
6.13 claims this is because “…current commitments (are) surpassing demand for 
a number of years”. There is insufficient evidence to support this phasing 
restriction and the constraint placed upon delivery is at total odds with the national 
planning policy of “boosting significantly the supply of housing” particularly in 
circumstances where there is not a five-year supply of deliverable housing land 
(para. 47 of NPPF), and would therefore fail one of the basic conditions. 
Policy DHE1 

 
In addition to the above comments made in relation 
to idea of new town centre, it should be noted that 
there are two distinct areas, an Industrial Park, from 
which retail is generally discouraged; a Retail Park 
which includes Pets at Home & Aldi and various 
trade and DIY stores. The Industrial park remains 
an industrial park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.5 As is noted the AVDLP is quite old, hence why 
BNDP is bringing forward new policy ahead of 
AVLP. 
 
 
6.6 Please see amended evidence and HP6 in light 
of comments from statutory consultees, the 
Environment Agency and Anglian Water. 
 
 
 
 
 



6.7 The Policy seeks to require that all new development shall accord with the 
design guide that has yet to be prepared. Following its preparation it is to form part 
of the (made) BNDP retrospectively. This is simply not possible. Either the design 
guide should be included in the BNDP now in order that it can be consulted upon 
and examined along with the rest of the submission document; or it must be 
included in a new neighbourhood plan at a future time; or it must be prepared as a 
supplementary planning document by the Local Planning Authority. 
Policy CLH1 
6.8 The Policy provides that the Town Council will produce a Community Buildings 
Strategy that, like the design guide, is to form part of the BNDP after it has been 
made. Either the community buildings strategy should be included in the BNDP 
now in order that it can be consulted upon and examined along with the rest of the 
submission document; or it must be included in a new neighbourhood plan at a 
future time; or it must be prepared as a supplementary planning document by the 
Local Planning Authority. Policy CLH3 
6.9 This Policy provides a total play requirement for the Town which is to be 
provided across the allocated housing sites. The view is taken that this is overly 
prescriptive because certain allocations may not be delivered, whereas other large 
schemes may be granted planning permission. As such, it is requested that this 
policy be amended to provide a public open space standard which can be applied 
to each and every scheme on its merits. 
6.10 Policy EE1 
6.11 This Policy seeks to set as a condition of development of Site E, the 
installation of a rural facing footpath along the southern edge. Whilst we do not 
object in principle to the inclusion of footpaths within the curtilage of a 
development, the inclusion of a foot path and its route should be a matter to be 
resolved at planning. This policy is over prescriptive and seeks to pre-determine 
the character of any development that may occur on or within the site. 
Policy DC2 
6.12 This Policy seeks developer contributions from development for the 
implementation of the “Buckingham Transport Strategy. Such a strategy has not 
yet been prepared and there is no explanation as to when and by whom it is to be 
prepared and in accordance with which statutory provision it might be made. 
6.13 Where such a strategy to exist then it may be appropriate to seek developer 
contributions to facilitate its delivery provided that such contributions mitigate any 
transport issues that arise from such development. The policy should be more 
generic in character and should be worded in a form that would not set it counter 
to Community Infrastructure Levy Policy when the Local Planning Authority adopts 
a CIL strategy (contemporaneous with the VALP).  
7. Conclusions 
7.1 In conclusion, it is patently impossible for the draft BNDP to fulfil the “basic 

6.7 If the Design Guide is not in conformity with 
NPPF and Local Plan, this will be quickly pointed 
out at planning application stage by any developer. 
The respondent may be aware that general power 
is often given to produce more detail in subsequent 
documents [Acts of Parliament and statutory 
instruments producing detailed regulations does 
come to mind in this context] providing the Design 
Guide is intra vires as stated above, no objection 
can be seen. In its absence, NPPF and saved 
policies of AVDLP would simply apply directly. 
 
 
6.8 Please see amended DC1-3 
 
6.9 Please see amended site requirements, with 
site specific requirements based on AVDLP policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
6.11 This is part of sustainable development to 
protect the environment in particular to protect 
wildlife corridor between development and 
countryside. 
 
 
 
6.12 BCC will provide this in light of BNDP policies. 
 
 
 
6.13 Please see amended DC1-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.1 Comment rejected. The BNDP fulfils basic 



condition” of “general conformity” with the strategic policies of an up-to-date 
Development Plan because one does not exist at the current time. As such, it 
could not satisfy basic condition (e) of Schedule 4B para. 8(2) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990. 
7.2 We fail to see how the BNDP can proceed to “submission” in the absence of 
an up-todate Local Plan and, indeed, there is no logical reason or benefit of this 
route. Quite to the contrary, the BNDP will simply be premature to the publication 
of further evidence on strategic growth requirements. We must insist that the only 
option is for the “Presubmission” version to be withdrawn as modifications to 
strategic growth requirements are likely and this would render the BNDP as 
“fundamentally different” to that drafted. This withdrawal will allow a larger 
Neighbourhood Area to be designated, to ensure that the BNDP can be prepared 
in a manner which plans “positively” for growth. This should acknowledge that 
there will now almost certainly be an increased housing requirement for 
Buckingham in the VALP, albeit this is unlikely to be confirmed until mid- 2015 
(given the extent and scope of assessment work which will need to be undertaken 
with neighbouring authorities). 
7.3 If the BNDP is to be progressed during the 12-month “policy vacuum” period, it 
should be on the basis of providing for c.2,800 new homes in the period 2011-31, 
to reflect the Government’s most up-to-date household projections, the 
contribution that the Town can make to the District, projected employment growth 
and the evidence in the SHLAA on “suitable” sites. It is considered that this would 
amount to planning “positively” in the absence of a strategic policy for the District. 
7.4 We also make objections to other more detailed aspects of the BNDP, 
including the allocation of Sites H and M which we consider are neither 
“deliverable” or “developable” for a number of compelling reasons outlined in this 
submission. 
7.5 The land at, and adjoining, Gawcott Fields Farm has not been adequately 
appraised in the evidence base to date, or compared in an objective manner to 
other sites, in relation to its potential for mixed-use housing and employment 
development. Although a Sustainability Appraisal has been prepared this is not 
considered to be an objective and fair assessment. We have demonstrated that 
the site is sustainable and deliverable and, therefore, respectfully request that the 
site be allocated in any future version of the BNDP. 

conditions. 
 
 
 
7.2 Comment rejected for reasons stated above, 
this point has now been clearly established through 
various Neighbourhood Plan submission processes. 
 
The Plan will be monitored each year. Planning is 
not static. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.3, 7.4 and 7.5 are addressed above 
 

 


