Sustainability Appraisal
Submission Version

Sustainability Appraisal Submission Version

Page 1

Contents
1. Introduction and Background

3

2. Testing Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan
Objectives against the SA Framework

5

3. Site Options – background

14

4. Options SA

17

5. The Final Plan

48

Sustainability Appraisal Submission Version

Page 2

1. Introduction and Background
1.1 This report is the Sustainability
Appraisal
of
the
Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan
(Submission Version March 2015).
The final Buckingham Neighbourhood
Development Plan will be adopted by
Aylesbury Vale District Council and will
form part of the planning process. As
well as the prominent issues of where
housing and employment land will be
allocated, the Plan will deal with a
number of other key issues.
1.2
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment is a requirement of the
EC Directive on the assessment of the
effects
of
certain
plans
and
programmes on the environment
(Directive 2001/42/EC) known as the
Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) Directive. This is transposed
into UK law through the Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004 which applies to
plans with significant environmental
effects (SEA Regulations). Throughout
this document where sustainability
appraisal
is
referred
to
the
requirements of SEA Directive have
been incorporated.
1.3 The SA Scoping Report was
agreed in August 2012 and forms the
background for this SA report. This
Scoping Report took into account
public feedback. The SA Scoping
Report can be found in Appendix A.

Buckingham and its location
1.4 Buckingham is an historic market
town situated in the north of the county
of Buckinghamshire. It is the second
largest town in the district of Aylesbury
Vale. It is located sixteen miles north
of Aylesbury, thirteen miles to the west

of Milton Keynes, seven miles from the
closest border with Northamptonshire,
and five miles to the closest border
with Oxfordshire.

Neighbourhood Planning and Policy
Context
1.5
Neighbourhood
Development
Plans do not allow complete selfdetermination for local communities.
The Neighbourhood Development Plan
must comply with the National
Planning Policy Framework and local
plans, as set out in the Localism Act
2011. In the case of the Buckingham
Neighbourhood Development Plan the
local plan is the Aylesbury Vale District
Local Plan. The evidence shows that
Buckingham needs to build a large
amount of accommodation before
2031. They must also comply with
European Union Law and with
Convention Rights as set out in the
Human Rights Act 1998.
1.6 The Buckingham Neighbourhood
Development Plan allows the local
people to decide where the new
homes and employment should go.
Without this new scheme, these
decisions would still be made by
AVDC on behalf of Buckingham.

SA Structure
1.7 The structure of this document is
as follows:
 Section
2
highlights
the
Buckingham
Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives and tests them
against the SA framework
identified in the SA Scoping
Report
 Section 3 briefly details the
development of the Plan so far
including the consultation which
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has taken place and highlights
the different options for the town
and how they have been
assessed
Section 4 tests these options
against the SA framework. It
looks at scope for improvement
and mitigation of the various
options
Section 5 showcases the
preferred
option
for
development
Section 6 outlines the next
steps in the process and the
ongoing monitoring of the SA

Methodology
1.8 This SA has been undertaken and
the draft Plan written by the same
team. This ensures that no information
has been missed during the process.
1.9 In addition in undertaking the SA,
the published guidance by LevettTherivel ‘DIY SA’: Sustainability
Appraisal of Neighbourhood Plans has
been used.
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2. Testing Buckingham Neighbourhood
Plan Objectives against the SA
Framework

The SA Framework
2.1 The SA framework was developed
within the Scoping Report and is the
main
tool
for
appraising
the
Buckingham
Neighbourhood
Development Plan (the Plan). The
framework is used to test the
objectives of the Plan to ensure that
they are as sustainable as possible
(The frame work is outlined in Table
1). Later the framework is used to test
the site options and to appraise the
Plan as a whole.
2.2 The framework is based both on
aspects required by legislation and
also a number of aspects which are
specific to Buckingham.
2.3 The framework was agreed as part
of the Buckingham Neighbourhood
Plan Scoping Report – Final Version
August 2012.
2.4 As a result of the consultation
which took place during the production
of the Scoping Report, six themes
were developed:
 Housing and Phasing
 Design and Heritage
 Culture, Leisure and Health
 Economy and Education
 Infrastructure
 Financial Uplift
2.5 Also during the consultation 12
objectives under these themes, were
agreed. These are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Number Objective
1
Provide a diverse housing
stock to meet the needs of
existing and future local
people.
2
Conserve and enhance the
town’s historic environment
and its setting.
3
Provide minimum design
requirements to ensure
appropriate development in
the town, building on the
work of the 2001 Vision &
Design statement.
4
Encourage
development
that strengthens culture,
leisure, sport and play
facilities in the town.
5
Promote
measures
to
improve the health of people
living and
working in
Buckingham including the
provision and retention of
facilities locally.
6
Maintain the quality of
Buckingham’s parkland and
green space, in particular its
‘green heart’.
7
Foster
the
economic
development of the town
and
its
hinterland
by
providing employment led
growth,
increasing
the
town’s appeal to tourists
and invigorating the town
centre.
8
Help
enable
effective
education across all tiers in
Buckingham and ensure
that links to and from the
local
economy
are
established.
9
Improve movement into and
around the town in a healthy
and
safe
manner,
specifically
promoting
cycling, walking and ease of
access for the disabled.
10
Encourage a reduction in
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11

12

the carbon footprint of
Buckingham by promoting
energy
efficiency
and
renewable
energy
generation.
Mitigate and improve the
capability of the town to deal
with flooding.
Secure the financial uplift
from new development for
the benefit of the local
community
through
developer
contributions,
new homes bonus and/or
Community
Infrastructure
Levy.

2.6 In addition to this, following
consultation with Aylesbury Vale
District Council, a further objective
relating to Biodiversity was included,
which reads as follows and for the
purposes of the SA this is objective
number 13:
To maintain and increase the Green
Infrastructure and Biodiversity of
Buckingham
2.7 As part of the process these
objectives need to be tested against
the SA objectives; this has been done
below. Table 2a lists all of the
Sustainability Objectives as identified
through the Scoping Report as being
important for the town of Buckingham.
These are numbers 1-17 and the
objectives of the plan have been
tested against the sustainability
objectives in Table 2b. This ensures
that the ideas and principles of
sustainability form a core part of the
Plan.
2.8 Nearly all the outcomes are
positive or have a neutral effect.
2.9 To ensure that the sustainability
criteria were carried through the
process further testing was done on
the policy outcomes themselves.
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Table 2a.

1

Sustainability
Objective
Headings
Landscape
and Heritage

2

Air and climate
change.

3

Water

4

Soil

5

Population

6

Human health

7

Material assets
(infrastructure)
Biodiversity,
flora and fauna

8

9

Town centre

Objective

Conserve and enhance sensitive and nationally/locally valued
elements of landscape and heritage.
Increase access to these landscapes and heritage without
harming their overall value.
Maintain the quality of Buckingham’s air and climate.
Improve air quality and reduce risk of climate change by
reducing emissions generally and minimise exposure of local
people to emissions.
Improve local usage and access to renewable energy
sources, in both the private home and public domain.
Promote energy efficiency in new and existing development.
Maintain water supply and avoid deterioration in quality,
including groundwater supplies. In particular, assist with
improving the ecological status of the Great Ouse from
‘moderate’ to ‘good’.
Ensure that development is not committed ahead of securing
water supply.
Encourage a reduction in water usage and enable water
efficiency to come forward in new development with
innovative approaches.
Protect and enhance the local water environment including
groundwater supplies. Take every opportunity to make
improvements or restorative work to contribute to the area’s
wider water network.
Foster good care of local soil by preventing pollution.
Increase access to local food and/or the means to produce it.
Enable local residents (those with a significant link to
Buckingham) of all social and economic backgrounds to
access a range of high quality housing.
Ensure community and leisure facilities are easily accessible
and wide ranging to suit all members of the population.
Preserve and enhance the existing health facilities in the town
and expand them where necessary.
Provide opportunities to improve personal health through
design or provision of health, fitness and support facilities.
Alleviate the risk of fuel poverty by providing choice and
affordability of energy sources.
Ensure the town retains or improves upon its supply of
libraries, schools, community facilities and transport.
Preserve and enhance the biodiversity of the local area by
managing existing areas sensitively and providing
opportunities for new flora and fauna to thrive.
Enable the core of the town to thrive as both an economic
and social centre by retaining shops and services.
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10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

Relieve pressure on the town’s transport system by providing
new transport infrastructure with new development and
supporting walking and cycling.
Design
Be sensitive to the design context of various areas in
Buckingham or where appropriate promote characteristic new
design.
Community
Enhance the identity of new and existing communities
(distinct areas or groups within Buckingham) and encourage
the integration between these.
Outlying
Strengthen access and relationships between the surrounding
settlements
villages and Buckingham through the delivery of appropriate
infrastructure.
Noise
Ensure that noise will not adversely impact the quality of life
of local residents or occur in an area in conflict with any
adjacent usage.
Crime
and Enable all people in the town to feel safe and secure.
safety
Reducing the opportunities for crime or anti-social behaviour.
Employment
Promote economic growth that will benefit the local populace
and economy
in the form of jobs or services.
Be appropriate in type, location and timing with respect to the
above.
Enable the growth of existing businesses whilst providing
opportunities for a diverse range of new ones.
Contribute to an overall improvement in the skill of the
workforce in Buckingham.
Provide links to surrounding economies
Flooding
Reduce the risk of flooding in the area through drainage
management and appropriate mitigation measures.
Transport
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Encourage development that strengthens culture,
leisure, sport and play facilities in the town
Promote measures to improve the health of people
living and working in Buckingham
Maintain the quality of Buckingham’s parkland and
green space
Foster the economic development of the town and
its hinterland
Help enable effective education across all tiers in
Buckingham
Improve movement into and around the town in a
healthy and safe manner
Encourage a reduction in the carbon footprint of
Buckingham
Mitigate and improve the capability of the town to
deal with flooding
Secure the financial uplift from new development for
the benefit of the local community
To maintain and increase the Green Infrastructure
and Biodiversity of Buckingham

historic

Provide minimum design requirements to ensure
appropriate development
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 - Positive effect
0 – Neutral/ no effect
X – Negative effect

Sustainability Appraisal Submission Version

Page 9

HP1 – Allocate land for 617 new dwellings

HP2 – Allocate land for 400 new rooms for
University expansion

HP3 – Allocate land for self build

HP4 – Provide a diverse housing mix

HP5 – Provide affordable housing

HP6 – Phasing

HP7 – Guidelines for windfall sites

Table 3

1
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 - Positive effect
0 – Neutral/ no effect
X – Negative effect
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DHE4 – Standard of ecological information
required to minimise the impact on natural
habitats
DHE5 – Protection of designated sites and local
and national priority habitats and species
DHE6 – Protection of movement corridors
DHE7
–
Biodiversity
Landscaping
DHE8– Provision
outdoor space

DHE9 – Design of development in relation to
site boundary requirements
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DHE3 – Provision of Green Infrastructure in
relation to habitats


good

quality

private

Development

DHE2 – Protect existing trees and provision of
trees in developments


in

DHE1 – Buckingham Design Guide

1
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CLH2 – Allocate land for a Cemetery
CLH3 – Provision of play provision for new
developments
CLH4 – Allocate land for allotments

CLH6 – Protection of existing green open space
CLH7 – Development of Canal Area

1
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CLH10 - Continuation and expansion of the
Riverside Walk

CLH9 – Creation of new parks and green spaces

CLH8 – Preservation of St. Rumbold’s Well

CLH5 – Protection of existing and provision of
new health facilities

CLH1 – Community Building Provision

Table 3 (cont.)

 - Positive effect
0 – Neutral/ no effect
X – Negative effect
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EE4 – Retain and enhance the primary and
secondary retail frontages
EE5 – Allocation of land for town centre parking
EE6 – Telecommunications provision
EE7 – Preservation of existing primary and
senior school sites
EE8 – Land allocated
Buckingham expansion

X

0
0
0
0
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X
0
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of

EE3 – Locate new retail development within the
town centre

X
university

EE2 – Allocation of land for retail, office and
mixed development

1
to

EE1 – Allocation for employment development

Table 3 (cont.)

 - Positive effect
0 – Neutral/ no effect
X – Negative effect
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I1 – Creation of infrastructure networks into
new development
I2 – Disabled access requirement for new
pedestrian routes
I3 – Public transport connectivity
I4 – Sustainable Building Design
I5 – Renewable energy generation
I6 – Rainwater collection
I7 – Sustainable Urban Drainage System
I8 – Development upon the flood plain
I9 – Sewage Management
DC1 – Contributions for cycle and pedestrian
connections
DC2 – Contributions for the implementation of
the Buckingham Transport Strategy
DC3 – Contributions for local infrastructure

Table 3 (cont.)

1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17












0
X





0
0



0


0

0
0


0


0
0



0


0





0






0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0



0
0


0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0






0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0












0
0
0
0
0



X
X
0
0
0
0
X
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
X

0





0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0



0







0





0


0
0



0


0
0


0

0



0



0


0



0



 - Positive effect
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X – Negative effect
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3. Site Options - background
3.1
Developing
sites
for
the
Neighbourhood Plan has been a long
process. This has entailed a number of
steps which are set out below.
3.2 The methodology of the site option
process was undertaken with input
from the Department of Communities
and Local Government and Aylesbury
Vale District Council (AVDC).
3.3 These sites were identified under
public consultation, from the District
Council’s SHLAA (Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment), were
left over from the 2004 Local Plan, or
had been put forward by developers
and land owners. Lastly following
feedback from the pre-submission
consultation from a number of
respondents, site M’s boundaries had
to change due to the change in
Buckingham NDP Area boundary, but
it has also been subdivided. An extra
area site P has also been included.
3.4 As a result the decision to
undertake the process of site
assessments was taken. This was due
to the restrictive nature of the District
Council’s SHLAA. However, the site
assessment
was
based
upon
Aylesbury Vale District Council’s
SHLAA assessment process.
3.5 These sites were then mapped out
and initial site assessments were
carried out on all of these sites. Copies
of all the site assessments can be
found in the separate BNDP Site
Assessment document
3.6 Initial restrictions were put on sites.
The first constraint was to be within the
Neighbourhood Development Plan
boundary. A number of sites put
forward
were
outside
the

Neighbourhood
boundary.

Development

Plan

3.7 Further restrictions related to
special environmental designations
and to flood zone constraints.
3.8 Following completion of this
assessment a fuller site assessment
(Appendix B) took place.
3.9 This site assessment was a two
stage
assessment,
using
the
information and structure provided by
AVDC on how they had undertaken
their district wide assessment.
3.10 The first phase consisted of
information
regarding
flooding,
planning
history
and
environmental/historic designations for
the
sites
and
other
general
information.
3.11 If there were no inhibiting factors
the site would progress on to stage B.
Within this stage there was further
information considered relating to
access and services, transport and
topography amongst other things.
3.12 Those sites which were then
suitable carried on to the next stage in
the plan for further consideration.
3.13 The owners or developers of
those sites which passed the second
site assessment, but which lacked
existing planning permission, were
each approached to ascertain their
potential plans.
3.14 To ensure that all sites were
considered, an advertisement was
placed in the local press (Buckingham
& Winslow Advertiser; & The Bucks
Herald) and the national press
(Estates Gazette) to give those who
had not heard about the Plan a chance
to be involved.
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Site Options
3.15 Those sites outside of the current
built area of the town whose owners
did not respond were not considered
any further.
3.16 Sites within the town for which
further information was not available
were then investigated to see if an
allocation could be made.
3.17 Following the responses from the
public consultation which indicated a
desire to have initial development
within the existing town on brownfield
or small greenfield development these
sites were further progressed.
3.18 Additional needs expressed in the
public consultation for a number of
sites within the town were for specific
development e.g. retail, car parking
etc.
3.19 It was acknowledged that without
the landowners’ agreement there
would be a question regarding
availability of these sites. Therefore
they have been included within the
Plan on the basis of their becoming
available in the future.
3.20 Landowners and Developers
were invited to a Development
Roadshow. This took place on 7th
September 2013. A further deadline of
the 7th October 2013 was given for
representations for the sites.
3.21 Landowners and developers were
invited to display plans at this event to
members of the public regarding the
land in which they have an interest.
3.22 At the show feedback forms were
available for members of the public to
express their views on the proposals.

3.23 Due to the processes above the
following sites have been put forward
by landowners/developers for potential
development:
Site A – Moreton Road
extension (150 dwellings)

Estate

Site B – Buckingham Canal (10
dwellings – no figure was provided by
the landowner/developer therefore
based on the estimated amount of land
available and on a 32 dwelling per
hectare density this figure was
reached)
Site C – Bletchley Road (380 dwellings
– no figure was provided by the
landowner/developer therefore based
on the estimated amount of land
available and on a 32 dwelling per
hectare density this figure was
reached)
Site D – Lace Hill Extension (830
dwellings – no figure was provided by
the landowner/developer therefore
based on the estimated amount of land
available and on a 32 dwelling per
hectare density this figure was
reached)
Site E – Gawcott Fields (up to 506 &
6.3 ha of B class employment)
Site F – A421 South (Cemetery &
Allotments) Not tested for housing as
only proposed for Cemetery and
Allotments
Site G – Tingewick Road Triangle (400
homes)
Site H – Tingewick Road North (50
homes)
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Site I – Tingewick Road Industrial
Estate West (100 homes and 0.44ha
of employment)
Site J – Tingewick Road Square (39
dwellings)
Site K – Tumblers (28 dwellings)
Site L – Wharf Yard (mixed use
development minimal housing) would
come under the limit for allocation,
therefore would be considered under
windfall site. Thus no need for a
Sustainability Appraisal.
Site M – Land South of Brackley Road
(350 dwellings - no figure was
provided by the landowner/developer
therefore based on the estimated
amount of land available (land which is
not affected by Flood Zones 2 & 3) and
on a 32 dwelling per hectare density
this figure was reached.)
Site N – Land North of A422 Brackley
(63 dwellings)
Site O – Land South of Old Railway

(90 dwellings - no figure was provided
by the landowner/developer therefore
based on the estimated amount of land
available and on a 32 dwelling per
hectare density this figure was
reached.)
Site P – Land North of A421
(300 dwellings - no figure was
provided by the landowner/developer
therefore based on the estimated
amount of land available and on a 32
dwelling per hectare density this figure
was reached.)
Site Q – Land West of London Road
and South of Wipac
(Employment Land) Not tested for
housing as only proposed for
Employment Land
These sites are shown in figure 3.1
3.24 As these sites in total have more
housing proposed for them than the
revised figures for growth in the area,
a SA needs to take place to assess
which sites are most appropriate and
sustainable for the town.
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Existing Development

Propose Sites

Figure 3.1
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4. Options SA
4.1 The sites identified in section 3
need to be assessed; first these
assessments will be looked at
individually and then as a whole.
4.2 The Sustainability Objectives form
the basis for appraising the spatial
options. However, not all of these
Objectives are affected by alternative
locations for new development and so
not all Objectives are relevant for
appraising the spatial options. Those
Objectives that are relevant and have
been used in appraising the spatial
options are highlighted in Table 4.
4.3 Within these appraisals a simple
traffic light system will be used and is
laid out in Table 3.

4.4 For each potential site the short,
medium and long term effects have
been assessed.
4.5 To look at the whole picture a final
sustainability appraisal has been done
on the final overall decision.
Table 3
++
Strongly positive
+
Positive (with some opportunity
for improvement)
+/-

Some positive elements but also
potentially some negative
impacts

-

Negative

--

Strongly negative

0

Neutral

Table 4
Sustainability
Objective
Objective
Headings
Landscape
and Conserve and enhance sensitive and nationally/locally valued
Heritage
elements of landscape and heritage.
Increase access to these landscapes and heritage without
harming their overall value.
Air and climate All areas for development would be covered by the general
change.
policies within the Plan. These would be the same for all
development and therefore non-spatial.
Water
There are general policies within the Plan on grey water; all
other considerations would be non-spatial.
Soil
These considerations are non-spatial.
Population
Ensure community and leisure facilities are easily accessible
and wide ranging to suit all members of the population.
Human health
These considerations are more general and not specific to site
allocation.
Material
assets Ensure the town retains or improves upon its supply of
(infrastructure)
libraries, schools, community facilities and transport.
Biodiversity, flora Preserve and enhance the biodiversity of the local area by
and fauna
managing existing areas sensitively and providing
opportunities for new flora and fauna to thrive.
Town centre
This SA is looking at housing sites unrelated to town centre
development which would be a general consideration.
Transport
Relieve pressure on the town’s transport system by providing
Sustainability Appraisal Submission Version
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new transport infrastructure with new development and
supporting walking and cycling.
Design
All sites are required to take into consideration local character
and therefore are non-spatial
Community
Enhance the identity of new and existing communities (distinct
areas or groups within Buckingham) and encourage the
integration between these.
Outlying
Strengthen access and relationships between the surrounding
settlements
villages and Buckingham through the delivery of appropriate
infrastructure.
Noise
This is a non spatial consideration in relation to housing.
Crime and safety
This is a non spatial consideration as crime and safety would
have to be taken into account when planning the development.
Employment and Promote economic growth that will benefit the local populace
economy
in the form of jobs or services.
Be appropriate in type, location and timing with respect to the
above.
Enable the growth of existing businesses whilst providing
opportunities for a diverse range of new ones.
Contribute to an overall improvement in the skill of the
workforce in Buckingham.
Provide links to surrounding economies
Flooding
Reduce the risk of flooding in the area through drainage
management and appropriate mitigation measures.
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage Proposal brings total
coalescence to bear which may destroy the heritage
of Maids Moreton.
Population This option develops land quite far from
the existing facilities in the Town Centre and access
through an existing housing estate will make it
difficult to access services and facilities

-

-

-

--

--

--

Material Assets (infrastructure) While it is
assumed benefits would come due to the size of the
development there would be stress placed on the
current system for some of the services while the
new population would support the viability of other
services.

+-

+-

+-

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The current use is for
farming and hence is quite low; however hedgerow
is a priority habitat. However, with planning policies
the need to met biodiversity biometrics should mean
that the impact should in the medium to longer term
be zero.

-

0

0

Transport This option generates more traffic to the
north of the town, which will place a greater strain on
the already overtaxed junction with the A413/A422 at
the Old Gaol

--

--

--

Site A

Score -19
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Community While there may be some initial
integration problems with the existing estate to which
it would be connected; these should be overcome in
the medium to longer term. By enlarging the estate it
may in fact enable better integration between the
existing estate and the rest of the town

+-

+

+

Outlying Settlements The initial local feedback
would be negative as it would result in a further
fusion with Maids Moreton. This coalescence has
been objected to from both sides of the boundary as
it would add to the loss of Maids Moreton’s identity.
However, in the long term it is hoped that the effect
of this would be reduced

-

-

0

Employment & Economy The position of the site
and the lack of jobs mean that there is very little
chance of the site providing a direct benefit for the
economy and employment. This is mostly due to the
position of the site on the other side of the town to
the major employment sites and transport problems
relating to the traffic pressure on the Old Gaol
junction: it will therefore have a negative effect.
Flooding The site has no known risk of flooding;
however it could contain natural springs, which it is
assumed would be managed through the
development

-

-

-

0

0

0
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage Depending on the type of
development it could give a benefit to the local
heritage of the area e.g. farming and canal history.
However, it may be visible across a wide area being
on the valley bottom.
Population With the development of the canal area
and the close proximity to Bourton Park and Bourton
Meadow Academy, the potential development would
have good links

+-

+-

+-

+

+

+

Material Assets (infrastructure) The development
would provide a small number of dwellings but would
offer no material assets due to its small nature.

+-

+-

+-

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The current use is for
farming and hence is quite low; however hedge row
is a priority habitat. However, with planning policies
the need to met biodiversity biometrics should mean
that the impact should in the medium to longer term
be zero.

-

0

0

Transport Due to the small nature of the
development it would have almost a negligible effect
on the transport infrastructure.

0

0

0

Community The nature of the small development
and the fact that it is remote from the town, outside
the bypass, would mean it would be a mostly
negative aspect. The development would not be

-

-

-

Site B

Score +5
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substantial enough to create its own identity.
Outlying
Settlements
Coupled
with
the
development of the canal area the effect would be
mostly positive with area creating a new place for
those in outlying settlements to visit

+

+

+

Employment & Economy the development would
be in an ideal place for those who may be employed
through activities relating to the canal or the
development of the reserve employment site.

++

++

++

Flooding While the development would be small
and just outside the existing flood zone it would need
some form of flood management system in place
due to the proximity of the flood plain to the site.
However as much of the site is within flood zones 2
and 3 it is likely that any development would have a
negative impact

-

-

-
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The development has the
prospect of impacting negatively on the listed
building at Rose Cottage.
Population While the development would be fairly
close to the canal and Bourton Park it is of a size
that when coupled with the development at Lace Hill
and the proximity of Linden Village and the Badgers
Estate would place a strain on the existing services
in this area of the town

-

-

-

-

-

-

Material Assets (infrastructure) While it is
assumed benefits would come due to the size of the
development there would be stress placed on the
current system for some of the services while the
new population would support the viability of other
services.

+-

+-

+-

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The current use is for
farming and hence is quite low; however hedge row
is a priority habitat, there is some pasture land, small
woodland and other species habitat in the area.
However, with planning policies the need to met
biodiversity biometrics should mean that the impact
should in the medium to longer term be zero.

--

0

0

Transport Initially with the building and construction
traffic and the initial influx of residents to the new
development it is expected the effect would be
negative. However, over time as the system gets
used to the development it is expected that the large
increase in traffic would be mitigated by the existing
infrastructure. The current roundabout at the top of

-

+-

+-

Site C

Score -15
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Bourton Road with the A413 has spare capacity
entering the system from the east.
Community While the development is of a
significant size, it will be a remote development
separate from the rest of the town with poor links to
other developments

-

-

-

Outlying Settlements The effect for outlying
settlements will be close to zero as the development
would take place on the outskirts of the town and
away from any other settlement

0

0

0

Employment & Economy The loss of the site as
potential employment land could be a problem in the
short to medium term. However, in the longer term
this should be balanced out by the increase in the
economic potential of the new residents
Flooding Without any detailed plans put forward by
the landowner it is difficult to gauge. With the surface
water flooding on the site the short term could be
negative until the implementation of any mitigation.

-

-

+-

-

+-

+-
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage There is little impact in
this regard as the site is not very visible from other
areas and is not linked to any heritage.
Population The potential development would be
next to the new school and community facilities (it is
assumed that there would be pedestrian links) on
Lace Hill; however, it would be detached from other
facilities within the town.

0

0

0

+-

+-

+-

Material Assets (infrastructure) While it is
assumed benefits would come due to the size of the
development there would be stress placed on the
current system for some of the services while the
new population would enable other services to be
retained.

+-

+-

+-

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The current use is for
farming and hence is quite low; however hedge row
is a priority habitat and there is a pond on site.
However, with planning policies the need to met
biodiversity biometrics should mean that the impact
should in the medium to longer term be zero.

-

0

0

Transport The effect on the transport network would
be very negative with traffic exiting straight onto the
over-worked bypass in a difficult place and an
extremely busy existing roundabout.

--

--

--

Site D

Score -19
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Community The effective of this would be very
negative, creating a large housing estate beyond the
bypass and further out of the town than existing
development. Due to the fact that the Lace Hill
Development will have been completed it is likely
that there would be no provision for vehicular
linkages between the site and Lace Hill.

--

--

--

Outlying Settlements The effect of this would be
negative with development adding nothing for the
outlying settlements although creating further traffic
problems for the residents.

-

-

-

Employment & Economy While creating a large
workforce for the local economy the siting of the
development would create large traffic problems,
causing damage to the local economy and
employment due to further delays and problems
around Buckingham.

-

-

-

Flooding There appear to be no flooding problems
with the site.

0

0

0
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The site has little
landscape view value as the site is shielded from
most directions and there is little heritage value to
the site
Population The development would take place
remotely from the existing facilities and services; it is
very far from the town centre.

0

0

0

--

--

--

Material Assets (infrastructure) While it is
assumed benefits would come due to the size of the
development there would be stress placed on the
current system for some of the services while the
new population would sustain other services.
Although a school is marked on the plans it is felt
that
(from
information
received
from
Buckinghamshire County Council) this would be
unviable.

+-

+-

+-

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The current use is for
farming and hence is quite low. However hedge row
is a priority habitat, but more importantly there is a
small woodland with a pond on site which could hold
key habitat. However, with planning policies the
need to met biodiversity biometrics should mean that
the impact should in the medium to longer term be
zero.

--

0

0

Transport The effect on transport would be very
negative with traffic exiting onto Gawcott Road and
then the vast majority accessing the bypass at the

--

--

--

Site E

Score -8
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Gawcott Roundabout. The approach to the town via
Gawcott Hill is unsuitable for large vehicle
movements and the traffic would be entering the
bypass at a very busy junction, causing further
problems and delay.
Community Although Gawcott Fields would border
the site it is felt the effect would be very negative
with the development taking place outside of the
bypass and creating a settlement remote from the
rest of the town – this was a key problem highlighted
in public consultation. Although the development
would be able to develop its own identity.

-

-

-

Outlying Settlements The development would have
positives and negatives. It would create a closer link
to Gawcott; however, it would be likely to cause
problems for residents from outlying settlements due
to the problems relating to traffic.

+-

+-

+-

Employment & Economy Through development of
part of the site as employment land there will a
benefit to the local economy and employment. Also
it’s close links with existing employment sites

++

++

++

Flooding The site has a large area which is
subjected to surface water flooding. From the
information supplied there appears to be a good
flood management system in place for the
development which would mitigate these problems.

+

+

+
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage While the site contains St.
Rumbold’s Well the policies within the Plan ensure
that access to this heritage asset will be improved.
There are concerns about visibility of the church on
routes into the town being impeded.
Population With good pedestrian access to Railway
Walk there are various facilities available a short
walk away. It is close to the edge of the town centre
at the end of Tingewick Road. Within the plans for
the area there is further provision of leisure facilities
including the creation of a park and sport pitches, so
that the effect would be positive.

+-

+-

+-

+

+

+

Material Assets (infrastructure) It is felt with the
provision above that there will be a positive effect
from provision of infrastructure. The siting of the
development, being relatively close to the town
centre would also benefit existing material assets.

+

+

+

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The current use is for
farming and hence is quite low. Part of the site is
grassland which may have some interest. The hedge
row is a priority habitat The site is adjacent to Local
Wildlife Site. However, with planning policies the
need to met biodiversity biometrics should mean that
the impact should in the medium to longer term be
zero.

--

0

0

Transport The creation of a proposed roundabout
onto the main bypass would ease traffic problems of

++

++

++

Site G

Score +13
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exiting from Tingewick Road (which would worsen
with the proposed development). The traffic would
enter the bypass at a junction which has relatively
little traffic flow and cause less disruption than on
other parts of the bypass.
Community The effect would be mostly positive: the
development is large enough to develop its own
identity but also because of the fact it is within the
bypass and relatively close to the town centre it will
retain an identity with Buckingham.

+

+

+

Outlying Settlements As the development is within
the bypass and not close to outlying settlements it is
felt that there is no benefit or disadvantage in
relation to the development.

0

0

0

Employment & Economy Initially it is felt that there
will be a negative impact due to works taking place
upon the bypass to create the new roundabout,
which would have a detrimental effect. However,
once those problems have been overcome and with
new population increase and the good connection to
the bypass it should result in a positive outcome.
Flooding The area is susceptible to some surface
water flooding. However, there is a scheme in place
in the planned development to combat this; therefore
the development should have zero effect.

-

+-

+

0

0

0

Sustainability Appraisal Submission Version

Page 32

Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage: The site is currently flat
farmland and is shielded from most views. There are
no heritage concerns for the site. However, the land
is of reasonably high grade agricultural value
Population The small development is close to the
town centre and with good access to Railway Walk
is not far from further facilities. As it is a small
development even the furthest dwelling will not differ
too far in distance.

-

-

-

++

++

++

Material Assets (infrastructure) The development
is small so places a low impact on facilities

0

0

0

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The current use is for
farming and hence is quite low; however hedge row
is a priority habitat and possible overspill from
allotments of wildlife. However, with planning
policies the need to met biodiversity biometrics
should mean that the impact should in the medium
to longer term be zero.

-

0

0

Transport The development as it is small will have a
lower impact on transport. However, as any traffic for
the bypass would enter that route via Tingewick
Road and that junction has a relatively low amount
of traffic compared to other junctions it should have
a positive impact overall.

0

+

+

Community The development would take place
within the bypass and would identify with the town of
Buckingham. It would be able to create its own
identity.

+

+

+

Site H

Score +9
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Outlying Settlements As the development is within
the bypass and not close to outlying settlements it is
felt that there is no benefit or disadvantage in
relation to the development.

0

0

0

Employment & Economy With new population
increase and the good connection to the bypass it
should result in a positive outcome

0

+

+

Flooding There appear to be no flooding problems
with the site.

0

0

0
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage By replacing the large
industrial units with smaller employment and housing
units the landscape value of the site should be
improved. There is little heritage value in the site.
Population The development is close to the town
centre and would have good access through the
Railway Walk to other facilities

+

+

+

++

++

++

Material Assets (infrastructure) Due to the
proximity to the town centre the residents are likely
to support and interact with the services and facilities
nearby.

+

+

+

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The development of
housing on site could lead to improvements in
biodiversity, flora and fauna due to the dismantling of
the existing large industrial estate.

+

+

+

Transport The development as it is small will have a
lower impact on transport. However, as any traffic for
the bypass would enter that route via Tingewick
Road and that junction has a relatively low amount
of traffic compared to other junctions it should have
a positive impact.

+

+

+

Community The development is close to the town
centre, but also large enough to develop its own
identity. With the already agreed development upon
the other part of the industrial estate it would also be
able to develop a shared identity.

++

++

++

Outlying Settlements Due to its connectivity with
the town and the redevelopment of the industrial

+

+

+

Site I

Score +30
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area it should aid outlying settlements by providing
further employment opportunities and also
strengthening the town centre.
Employment & Economy By providing new modern
employment premises the development will have a
positive impact. Compared to the out-dated current
facilities which are existing on site. Smaller units
compared to the existing larger units on site should
produce more jobs in the smaller area than provided
on the whole site currently. However there is a likely
to be a reduction on the current amount of
employment

+

+

+

Flooding The north east of the site is within the
flood plain. More area could be built on than is
currently developed and, though there is no
provision in the proposal submitted by the developer,
it is assumed that it would be.

+-

+-

+-
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The landscape value of
the site would probably decrease due to the removal
of the copse of trees in the centre of the site.
However, development of the site will allow better
access to St. Rumbold’s Well
Population The proposals discuss sheltered
provision for older residents and the provision of play
facilities. Being close to the town centre it is also
close to many current services.

-

-

-

++

++

++

Material Assets (infrastructure) It will provide
sheltered accommodation for residents which would
be a positive outcome.

+

+

+

Biodiversity, flora and fauna The site is grassland
which may have some botanical interest. The hedge
row is a priority habitat The site is adjacent to Local
Wildlife Site. The large copse of trees could house a
number
of
species
which
even
with
moving/replanting would be detrimental. However,
with planning policies the need to met biodiversity
biometrics should mean that the impact should in the
medium to longer term be zero, however it is unlike
that this could all be accommodated on site

--

-

-

Transport The development is small and with
sheltered accommodation the reliance upon
transport will be limited. However the site would
have good access to Tingewick Road and the
bypass via Tingewick Road

+

++

++

Site J

Score +14
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Community Being a small development close to the
town centre focusing on retirement and sheltered
housing will help create a good sense of community.

++

++

++

Outlying Settlements As the development is within
the bypass and not close to outlying settlements it is
felt that there is no benefit or detriment in relation to
the development.

0

0

0

Employment & Economy A small number of jobs
will be created within the proposed sheltered
accommodation; however, as the site appears
focused on retirement there will be low employment
needs from the residents.

+-

+-

+

Flooding There is a small area of surface water
flooding to the north of the site; however, there is
already a culvert and provision in place and the
plans show no development on this area.

0

0

0
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The site boarders a listed
building and is situated within the conservation area
Population The development would take place in
the heart of the town centre, ensuring quick and
easy access to facilities and services.

-

-

-

++

++

++

Material Assets (infrastructure) Being in the centre
of the town residents will have good access and be
able to support existing facilities.

++

++

++

Biodiversity, flora and fauna No key flora or fauna
on site.

0

0

0

Transport As the development is for retirement style
flats and is in the heart of the town it is felt that there
would be fewer car journeys needed.

++

++

++

Community Being a small development within the
town centre should help ensure it is has a strong
identity with Buckingham and as its own little
community.

+

+

+

Outlying Settlements As the development is within
the town centre and not close to outlying settlements
it is felt that there is no benefit or negative in relation
to the development.

0

0

0

Employment & Economy A small number of jobs
will be created with the proposed sheltered
accommodation. However, as the site appears
focused on retirement there will be low employment
requirements from the residents.

0

+

+

Site K

Score +17
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Flooding The river is to the south of the site, but
there appears to be no extra provision to combat the
flooding issue within the plans received.

-

-
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The site has little heritage
value. While the site may see a large area of
farmland be developed the area is not highly visible.
By developing the site it gives the opportunity for
better access key landscape and wildlife features
e.g. the river and flood plain
Population While the development would be away
from the existing town the scale is large enough for it
to provide its own facilities, especially as the
development would be close to the river. With the
Flood Plain being undevelopable, this area could be
used for parks or green spaces.

-

+

+

+-

+-

+-

Material Assets (infrastructure) The development
would possibly provide some of its own facilities,
although the increase in population may put strain
on existing services.

+-

+-

+-

Biodiversity, flora and fauna A number of areas
which are likely to have key links for biodiversity,
flora and fauna. However, most are in the flood
zones which will be protected from development.
However, with planning policies the need to met
biodiversity biometrics should mean that the impact
should in the medium to longer term be zero

-

0

0

Transport The development is adjacent to the A422
which will provide good access to the town centre (it
is the 2nd least travelled of the 6 A roads into the

+

+

+

Site M

Score +7
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town)
Community While separate to Buckingham the
development would be close to the town and not
divorced from it (e.g. by a bypass) and be large
enough to develop its own identity.

+-

+-

+-

Outlying Settlements Although slow to start with
the development of the site should provide better
facilities to the settlements outside of the town and
be form a better link to Radclive-cum-Chackmore

0

0

+

Employment & Economy The new development
should aid the local economy and employment by
providing better access and a large workforce. The
development also has the best links to the
employment opportunities which are being
developed at Silverstone

+

+

+

Flooding There are large parts of the site within the
flood plain and although there are not detailed plans
there would need to be flood measures put into
place including a flood master plan.

+-

+-

+-
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The site has little heritage
value. The farm land carries little historical value
however; the site is on a slope which is visible
across the valley.
Population The development would be separate
from the town and being beyond the cemetery the
site is quite small so would be difficult to integrate
due to this remoteness.

-

-

-

-

-

-

Material Assets (infrastructure) While it
assumed benefits would come due to the size of
development there would be stress placed on
current system for some of the services while
new population would support other services.

+-

+-

+-

Biodiversity, flora and fauna Possible botanical
interest, grassland, ridge and furrow. Hedgerows are
a key priority habitat. However, with planning
policies the need to met biodiversity biometrics
should mean that the impact should in the medium
to longer term be zero

-

0

0

Transport The development would take place on
Brackley Road. The position of the site means that it
may be difficult to take a safe exit off the road. In
addition there are no plans for a roundabout on what
is currently in 50mph zone.

-

-

-

Community The development would be separate
from Buckingham and may not find an identity with
the town.

--

--

--

Site N

Score - 17
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Outlying Settlements There are few outlying
settlement nearby and there are few benefits on
offer for outlying settlements

0

0

0

Employment & Economy Due to the fact that the
development is divorced from the town and would
have a fairly low population base there are limited
benefits from the development
Flooding A small part of the site is within the flood
plain and as the site would be for self-build, without
a cohesive developer, and there are no plans
apparent for the complete site, it is unlikely that any
would come forward.

0

+

+

-

-

-
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The site has little
historical landscape or heritage value. The site is
enclosed and is not very visible from other areas, the
Bernwood walk goes through the site and would only
be viewable from this. However, the site is quite
steep
Population The small development is close to the
town centre and with good access to Railway Walk
is not far from further facilities. As it is a small
development even the furthest dwelling will not differ
too far in distance.

-

0

0

++

++

++

Material Assets (infrastructure) The development
is small so places a low impact on facilities

0

0

0

Biodiversity, flora and fauna Farmland with little
value, hedgerows are a key priority habitat.
However, with planning policies the need to met
biodiversity biometrics should mean that the impact
should in the medium to longer term be zero

-

0

0

Transport The development as it is small will have a
lower impact on transport. The development would
need to be linked through site H. However, as any
traffic for the bypass would enter that route via
Tingewick Road and that junction has a relatively
low amount of traffic compared to other junctions it
should have a positive impact overall.

0

0

+

Community The development would take place
within the bypass and would identify with the town of
Buckingham. It would be able to create its own
identity.

+

+

+

Outlying Settlements As the development is within
the bypass and not close to outlying settlements it is

0

0

0

Site O

Score +7
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felt that there is no benefit or disadvantage in
relation to the development.
Employment & Economy With the new population
increase and the good connection to the bypass it
should result in a positive outcome

0

+

+

Flooding There are surface water problems
adjacent to the site in the scrubland. The steepness
of the site and the lack of drainage at the bottom of
the slope could cause flooding problems without
major works.

-

-

-
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Existing
Development

Proposed Site

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage The landscape and
heritage are of little historical value, however, the
site overlooks Radclive and would be visible from
the village
Population The development would be away from
the existing town.

-

-

-

-

-

-

Material Assets (infrastructure) The development
is small so places a low impact on facilities

0

0

0

Biodiversity, flora and fauna Farmland with little
value, hedgerows are a key priority habitat.
However, with planning policies the need to met
biodiversity biometrics should mean that the impact
should in the medium to longer term be zero

-

0

0

Transport The development’s likely entrance would
be via the Tingewick Road or the Radclive
roundabout. As a result it has very good access.

++

++

++

Community The development is quite far from the
town centre and might struggle within integration as
a result

-

-

-

Outlying Settlements The development brings the
potential for coalescence between the town and
Radclive

-

-

-

Employment & Economy With a new population
increase and the good connection to the bypass it
should result in a positive outcome

+-

+

++

Flooding There appear to be no flooding problems
with the site.

0

0

0

Site P

Score -4

Sustainability Appraisal Submission Version

Page 47

Site Totals
Site

Overall Score

I
K
J
G
H
M
O
B
P
E
C
N
A
D

+30
+17
+14
+13
+9
+7
+7
+5
-4
-8
-15
-17
-19
-19

Proposed number
of dwellings
100
28
39
400
50
350
90
10
300
506
380
63
150
830

Cumulative
total dwellings
100
128
167
567
617
965
1055
1065
1365
1871
2251
2314
2464
3294
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5. The Final Plan
5.1 Members of the Town Council met
and discussed the merits and
drawbacks of each site and the overall
development of the town.

the public wish to see some sites in
the plan rather than others. Some are
legitimate planning reasons others are
perception and opinion.
Site A

5.2 Councillors factored in the
consultation feedback in general and
on the proposed sites in particular.
5.3 Members also had access to the
draft of this Sustainability Appraisal to
advise on the Sustainability issues
associated with the sites.
5.4 The final allocation was based on
the consultation feedback and the
Sustainability Appraisal.
5.5 The final decision was as follows:
Site B for Leisure and Tourism; Site C
for reserve employment land; Sites E
& Q are allocated for employment
land. Site F is allocated for Cemetery
and Allotments.
Thus Sites G, H, J, I & K were chosen
for residential development with Site M
as a reserve area.
5.6 These choices were made as best
reflecting the desires expressed in the
feedback from the consultation events
and specifically the feedback from the
Development Road Show. In addition
the final decision on sites fitted in best
with the Sustainability Appraisal of the
sites.
5.7 Below the final plan as tested in
regard to the sustainability objectives
to ensure that as a group the sites
meet the goals of the Neighbourhood
Plan and Sustainability Appraisal.
Reasons
for
Choosing Sites

Choosing/Not

5.8 This list is not exhaustive but gives
a flavour for some of the reasons that

5.9 Site A was not popular through the
public consultation stage. There were
a number of concerns expressed such
as impact on local travel – more cars
going through the village of Maids
Moreton and also using the key
junction between the A413 and A422
in the town centre which many people
believed to be over capacity.
5.10 Other concerns with Site A
focused on coalescence and a loss of
Maids Moreton’s identity. Some
residents of the first phase of the
development also complained as they
were promised that there would be no
building on Site A by the developer.
5.11 Councillors also raised questions
about the suitability of transport on the
site with having to travel through an
existing estate to exit onto the A class
road. Issues were raised over surface
water flooding with the area having
had natural springs on/near the sites,
and the flooding problems with the first
phase of development. Concerns were
expressed over the distance from the
town centre and the steep hill that
needed to be traversed to return to the
estate especially as residents would
need to cross the A class road twice to
access most services.
Site B
5.12 This site had very little public
feedback in relation to housing; it is
mostly flood plan and the idea of
creating a canal area was received
very positively. This would allow better
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green corridor connectivity through the
existing Bourton Park.
Site C
5.13 There was little feedback from the
public on housing for the site. That
which was received focused on the
unsuitability of the site as it is over the
bypass from the main town and
therefore divorced from the main
facilities. There was support for
development as a new industrial area.
However, it was decided to have it as
a reserve site as the other two options
adjoin the existing industrial estate.
Site D
5.14 The public response to the site
was poor with concerns over access
into the site (through the existing
estate or being able to take another
access off the Bletchley roundabout).
Other concerns were expressed over
development beyond the bypass.
Site E
5.15 The scheme predominantly for
housing put forward by developers
was poorly received by the public. Due
to problems over the site access;
Gawcott
Roundabout
capacity;
detachment from the town centre; and
being the other side of the bypass.
5.16 While the site was popular for
employment development as it adjoins
the existing industrial estate. There
was a large desire to see more
employment, Site E provides a large
site
for
potential
growth
and
concentrating industry means a
possible consolidated public transport
plan and green corridor network.

5.17 Site F has only been put forward
as cemetery and allotment area. While
there are concerns about the distance
from areas of the town, this had to be
balanced with availability and the
inability to extend the existing site due
to bedrock and access issues. In
addition as the residential activity is
planned for the South West area of
town the choice of area is more
acceptable.
Site G
5.18 This area was the most popular
with the public. There had been a
number of concerns in the past over
the possible loss of the view of the
church. However, it appears that over
the years as other areas have been
developed, that opposition has waned,
with development preferred here rather
than at Site A or at site beyond the
bypass.
5.19
There
are
benefits
to
concentrating residential development
in one area, especially an area within
the bypass relatively close to the town
centre and with the expansion of the
University also in the area. These
include the possibility of improved
concentrated transport links, green
corridors and other infrastructure.
Site H
5.20 The site faired fairly well in the
public consultation due to its relatively
small size and position.
Site I
5.21 Site I was viewed positively due
to its redevelopment of underused
employment land i.e. brownfield
development.

Site F
Site J
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5.22 During public consultation Site J
was for the most part viewed together
with site G and therefore seen in a
very positive light.

relatively small existing development
along the western part of the A422 that
it should not be in the initial allocation.
Site O

Site K
5.23 As a town centre development on
a brownfield site, site K was seen as
having a number of benefits including
immediate access to the town centre
and a reducing the amount of travel
needed for residents.
Site L
5.24 While Site L has many benefits
associated with Site K, the problems
are greater, with much of the site
within Flood Zone 2 and thus not large
enough for site allocation.

5.27 Site O was deemed to have
access problems and topographical
issues, due to the steepness of the
slope and the marsh at the bottom of
the hill.
Site P
5.28 As regards this site it was felt that
even coupled with the other proposed
development, it would be too remote
from other development and the town
centre. The site also raised issues
over coalescence with Radclive.
Site Q

Site M
5.25 Site M was chosen as a reserve
site, as it was within the bypass area,
quite close to the town centre with
great potential for green transport
network, open spaces and better
transport connections.
5.26 It was felt that due to some of the
site being within the flood plain and the

5.29 This site was put forward for
employment development and was
chosen due to the fact it adjoins the
existing employment area and there
was a large desire to see more
employment, concentrating industry in
this
way
means
a
possible
consolidated public transport plan and
green
corridor
network.
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Existing
Development

Proposed
development

Short
Term

Medium
Term

Long
Term

Landscape and Heritage Development would be
focused on two brownfield sites and in one area of
the town. However, it would result in development on
a number of areas of greenfield landscape
Population The development would take place
predominantly to the west of the town. There are
good links to the town centre and much of the
development site is within easy walking distance of
the town centre and other facilities

-

-

-

+

+

+

Material Assets (infrastructure) Being close to the
town centre and linked into the local community
there should be an advantage in the safeguarding of
existing assets

+

+

+

Biodiversity, flora and fauna Development would
take place on a number of greenfield site and where
there is currently flora and fauna residing which

-

-

-

Sites G, H, J, I & K

Score +20
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would be destroyed. However, areas of parks and
green spaces would be created to mitigate this.
Transport With the development of the roundabout
from Tingewick Road onto the by-pass and good
provision of walking and cycling routes the town
should benefit from the transport improvements.
There will be initial disruption with the work to the
bypass but this will be short term

+

++

++

Community With a mixture of different development
and estates, but the focus on one area of the town,
each development should be able to cultivate its own
sense of community, while the combined
development to the west and south will be able to
create its own wider identity

++

++

++

Outlying Settlements As the development is within
the bypass and not close to outlying settlements it is
felt that there is no benefit or disadvantage in
relation to the development.

0

0

0

Employment & Economy With the development of
some employment land upon the developments
there are improvements. However most of the sites
are within close proximity to the existing or the
proposed
employment
facilities.
With
the
improvements to the Tingewick Road exit onto the
bypass this should create an even better link to
employment land.

++

++

++

Flooding While some sites do not have flooding
issues, those that do have positive schemes to
combat the flooding issues.

+

+

+
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